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APPEAL OF THE COW 


Poor cows bemoan their lot and humbly plead thus they :— 
“You human beings ! how the quadrupeds us treat ? 

With milk we have like mother nursed you day by day ; 

You send us to the butcher’s house with death to meet. 

“The men who hope to fatten bodies their with beef. 

And hence by killing brutely us their bellies fill ; 

They will not lose the body,—seems they harbour such belief,— 
Or carry it indeed along with them they will. 

You do not seek to get well-built with milk we serve ; 

Derive nor joy from milk-products not few. 

You want to drink, our blood, then drink without Reserve,; 

J Ye born in ‘mage of God ! nothing too much for you. 

“Helpless are we poor creatures with no strength, no brawn. 

You keep us or destroy, we are under your thumb, 

Perhaps God too has now His help from us withdrawn ; 

‘We are your cows’—what more can.say poor cattle duipb ? 

“Before our eyes our calves struggle for milk in vain, 

While we, not minding that, provide you milk wholesome ; 

We feed on grass in woods, return to you again. 

When grown up are those calves, they too your hacks become. 

“Goes on like this if process of our decay here. 

Regard the sun as set in India’s Fortune’s sky. 

The little verdure too that’s left will disappear. 

Death on this golden land will stalk and jackals cry.” 


1 O Priests of non-violence ! nothing too mueh for yon. 

Note— {Translated from * Bharat a-BharatV of Rashtra-kavi late 

Shri Maithili Sharan Gupta, M. P.) 



SUBMISSION 


Whenever the demand is made or an agitation takes place for 
the imposition of a ban on cow-slaughter, certain highly placed 
persons, out of ignorance or misunderstanding, publish articles in 
newspapers and magazines in which an elfort is ma.de to prove and 
establish that cow-slaughter was prevalent in Vedic India and beef 
was also taken. They give stray quotations in their articles from 
religious scriptures. Simple persons get confused on reading these 
articles. From time to time, scholars have clarified the position by 
correct interpretation of such quotations in Hindi, but these inter¬ 
pretations have not been available at one place, nor have they 
been published in those newspapers and/or magazines in which 
the misleading articles are published. Such clarifications have been 
collected and published in this book for the general benefit of all 
those who are interested in this question and who would like to know 
the true position. 

The work of collection and clarification has been done with the 
co-operation of some scholars for which we are grateful to them. 
This is an English version of the Hindi original. Certain printing 
mistakes might have crept in. Any such shortcomings brought to our 
notice by the readers would be looked into and corrected in the next 
edition. 

In respect of any of the articles in this book, if any scholar brings 
to our notice any further new and/or strong argument in support 
of contentions established therein, the same shall receive due 
consideration for being included suitably in the next edition. 

We hope that this book will be useful in removing from the minds 
of the general public, such doubts as have crept in their minds by the 
misleading articles tendentiously written by certain persons. 
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Any writer and/or publisher desirous of utilizing any matter in 
this book for propagation is fully authorized to do so without seeking 
our permission. 

Our efforts in this book are motivated only by the desire to bring 
the truth to light by removing wrong impressions created by misleading 
articles. There is no intention to cast any aspersion on any person. 
In spite of this, if anything appears otherwise, we earnestly beg to 
be excused. „ 

Publisher, First Edition. 

The first edition of this book was published in 5,000 copies by 
Gita Press, Gorakhpur in January 1971. Since then, some more 
material has been collected and added to the book by the compiler. 
This second edition is now being published in 1100 copies by Shri 
Krishna Janmasthan Seva-Sansthan, Mathura, with the hope that 
it will be well received and patronised by the readers. 

Publisher, Second Edition. 

The references in case of Srimad Bhagwata, Mahabharata and 
Ramcarita manasa are from Gita Press editions unless otherwise 
stated. 



GANDHIJI’S SOUND ADVICE 


In my opinion the economic side of the cow question, if. it is 
properly handled, automatically provides for the delicate religious 
side. Cow slaughter should be and can be made economically 
impossible, whereas unfortunately of all the places in the world it 
is the sacred animal of the Hindus which has become the cheapest 
for slaughter. To this end I suggest the following : 

(1) The State should in the open market buy out every cattle 
offered for sale by out-bidding every other buyer. ^ 

(2) The State should run dairies in all principal towns ensuring a 
cheap supply of milk. 

(3) The State should run tanneries where the hides, bones, etc., 
of all dead cattle in its possession should be utilised, and should offer 
to buy again in the open market all private-owned dead cattle. 

(4) The State should keep model cattle-farms and instruct the 
people in the art of breeding and keeping cattle. 

(5) The State should make liberal provision for pasture land 
and import the best experts in the world for imparting a knowledge 
of the science of cattle to the people. 

(6) There should be a separate department created for the 
purpose, and no profit should be made in the department, so that 
the people may receive the full benefit of every improvement that 
might be made in the different breeds of cattle and other matters 
pertaining to them. 

The foregoing scheme presupposes the State upkeep of all old, 
maimed and diseased cattle. This no doubt constitutes a heavy 
burden, but it is a burden which all States, but above all a Hindu 
State, should gladly bear. 

My own study of the question leads me to think that the 
running of scientific dairies and tanneries would enable the State to 
cover the expenses of the upkeep of cattle, that have become 
economically useless, apart from the manure they yield, and to sell 
; at market rates leather, leather goods, milk and milk products, 

1 besides many other things that can be manufactured from dead 
cattle, and which today, owing to want of scientific knowledge or 
false sentiment, are practically going to waste, or from which 
greatest advantage is not received. 

( Young India, dated 7-7-1927 ) 


(copied from pages 9 and 10 of ‘Gandhiji On Cow Protection’ 
published by Publications Division, Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting, Government of India, June 1967 edition) 


NO COMPROMISE ON COW-SLAUGHTER 
WITH MUSLIM LEAGUE BY 
MAHATMA GANDHI 

The Congress wife holding its annual session in Madras in 
December, 1927. We were staying in the house of Srinivasa Iyengar. 
Our host prepared a draft-resolution concerning Hindu-Muslim 
unity, and brought it to Bapu for his approval. Bapu had at 
that time withdrawn from active politics, and was devoting himself 
heart and soul to khadi work. When the draft was placed in his 
hands, he said : “I am prepared to agree to anything, to any conditions, 
that will bring about a settlement between Hindus and Muslims. 
Where is the need to show this to me ?” However, in deference to 
the wishes of its author, he cast a cursory look over it and said : 
“it will do.” 

Bapu went to sleep soon after evening prayer, and awoke at an 
unearthly hour the next morning. He also awakened Mahadevbhai. 
Hearing their voices I, too, awoke. Bapu said : “I have committed 
a grave error. I did not read that draft properly last evening. I just 
said, without due consideration, that it was all right. But in the night, 
I suddenly remembered tkfct, that draft gave a general permission to 
the Mussulmans to slaughter cows, and the question of cow-protection 
was conveniently ignored ! How can I bear this ? If they slaughter 
cows, we cannot stop them by force, it is true, but we can at least win 
their trust by loving service and explain our point of view to them, 
can’t we ? As for me, not even to win Swaraj will I renounce my 
principle of cow-protection ! Go and tell those people at once that I 
do not accept that settlement ! No matter what the consequences, I 
will not be a party to cow-slaughter !” 

(Glimpse No. 78, from the ‘Stray Glimpses of Bapu’ (Second 
edition, August 1960) written by Kakasaheb Kalelkar, published 
by Navajivan Publishing House, Ahmedabad-14) 
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INTRODUCTION 


It has been seen that for the last 100 years foreigners as well as 
some scholars of our own country are trying to prove from the 
Scriptures of Sanatana Dharma that during the Vedic period not 
only ordinary meat, but beef was taken. Beef eating was not only 
customary, but it was an essential item. Let us consider the back¬ 
ground of such investigations and their propagation. 

During the British period, when it was discovered that beef 
tallow was being applied in cartridges, mutiny broke out in the 
army during the year 1857. Since then, the Britishers were anxious 
to remove the feeling of reverence for the cow from the minds of 
the Hindus. With this object in view, they provided that European 
scholars become proficient in Sanskrit and ultimately mis-interpret 
the Scriptures of Sanatana Dharma, and the results of these so called 
findings were propagated with ulterior motives. In support of this, 
please read the article entitled ‘Western Indologist—A Study in 
Motives’ appended to this book. 

Our countrymen were also utilised to find out such instances 
from the Scriptures of Sanatana Dharma as would wipe out from the 
Hindu mind the feeling of reverence for the cow and also the feeling 
that it is unkillable. It appears that the first Indian victim to this 
stratagem was Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra. He was born in 1822. It 
is said that he belonged to a Vaishnava family of Bengal. His 
essay ‘Beef in Ancient India’ was first published in the year 1872, 
i.e. fifteen years after the mutiny, in the Journal of the Asiatic 
Society of Bengal. Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra had to study a 
number of Vedic texts for preparing this essay and he has also 
commented on several of them. About four years after the 
publication of ‘Beef in Ancient India’, when no protest was made 
from any quarter, the Calcutta University conferred the degree of 
Doctor of Laws (LL. D.) on Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra in the year 
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1876. Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra’s voluminous work was published 
in two volumes under the title ‘Indo-Aryan’ by W. Newman & Co., 
Calcutta, in 1881 and the article ‘Beef in Ancient India’ was 
incorporated as Chapter VI of its first volume. 

This particular essay was published in the form of a booklet 
for the first time in the year 1926 from Calcutta by one Swami 
Bhoomanand. This was done just after Mahatma Gandhi had taken 
up the work of cow protection which is clear from his presidential 
address on 25th June 1925 at Belgaon at the Go-Raksha Parishad and 
his subsequent activities. In the Preface to the booklet, on pages i & ii 
from line 17th onwards, the publisher Swami Bhoomanand has written 
with great pride : 

“In my long residence in the Punjab, and in my travels from 
Alwar to Peshawar, I came in contact with many educated 
Hindu gentlemen, but I was sorry to find that most of them 
did not study their own scriptures, and, being ignorant of 
the manners and customs of their ancestors, were necessarily 
very narrow in their outlook .... I myself do not pretend to 
be a Sanskrit scholar, but my studies of our ancient books, mostly 
in English and Vernacular translations, have opened my eyes 
to this fact, that the Hindu society was not always just like the 
present one. For instance, we find in the Vedic literature, the 
ultimate authority and the fountain of knowledge, clear evidence 
of inter-caste marriages, widow marriage, elaborate yajnas, 
animal sacrifices, drinking of soma juice and the eating of food 
which is at present prohibited in the Hindu Society.” 

The above extract from the Preface of the booklet brings out 
clearly the purpose behind its publication and propagation. How 
the people, ignorant of Sanskrit, are misled by such misinterpreted 
articles would be clearly evident from the various articles published 
in this book. 

Hereafter, the cow protection movement gained momentum in 
1967. A fresh reprint of the booklet ‘Beef in Ancient India’ was 
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published in June 1967 by Manisha Granthalaya Private Ltd., Calcutta. 
Several copies were distributed free. Whether they were distributed 
by the publishers or somebody else, could not be traced. 

After Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra came Shri Pandurang Vaman 
Kane, M.A., L.L.B., Advocate, Bombay High Court. He wrote 
‘History of Dharmasastra’ in several volumes and parts, which has 
been published by the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona. 
He has also tried to justify meat and beef eating by quoting from 
several religious texts. 

They did not rest content at all this. Besides the publication 
of the article ‘Beef in Ancient India’ by Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra, 
‘Beef-eating Clubs’ were formed to propagate beef eating on an 
extensive scale. The following extract is self-evident : 

“There were those among the intellectuals in touch with the 
British who were dazzled by the new ideas. The new light 
in their eyes was so bright that they thought the light within 
themselves was darkness.” 

“They took, so to speak, Macaulay at his word, and set out 
to Westernize themselves in thought, mind and spirit. They 
formed beef-eating clubs and gloried in the defiance of caste 
‘superstition’.” 

“The advocates of acceptance rather than the mutineers were 
the real revolutionaries of the nineteenth century India.” 

(INDIA, PAKISTAN AND THE EAST by Percival 
Spear, published by Oxford University Press, 1949 edition, 
page 182, lines 9 to 13 and 28 to 30). 

Lord Macaulay’s famous words are quoted below :— 

“English education would train up a class of persons—Indian 
in blood and colour, but English in tastes, in opinions, in morals 
and in intellect.” 

The prime objective of these people has been to conceal such 
provisions of the scriptures as prohibit meat or beef eating, and 
instead place before them in a prominent manner, words of scriptures 
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misinterpreted to mean meat-eating. Such people got recognition 
not only from the British Government, but also from the present 
Government of India, and they were also honoured by the so-called 
modern anglophilic society. People hankering after such honour, 
though having little or no knowledge of Sanskrit and religious 
literature, also write from time to time articles in English in favour 
of beef eating referring to misinterpreted passages from scriptures. 
They get them published in newspapers and magazines and thus 
mislead simple people. Any article giving correct and logical 
interpretation does not find place in these newspapers and/or 
magazines as it goes contrary to such anglophilic views. The 
common man is misled to think that articles of highly placed and 
learned people which get so much publicity must be authentic 
especially when they are citing the scriptures. Thus they get astray 
that Sanatana Dharma scriptures do not prohibit, but on the other 
hand, prescribe meat as well as beef eating. How deceptive and 
incorrect are such notions, will be clear beyond doubt from articles 
published in this book. 

The Vedas prohibit not only cow-slaughter, but the slaying of all 
kinds of herbivorous animals (see the heading ‘Were cow-slaughter, 
Meat-sacrifice and Meat-eating Prevalent in the Vedic Age ?’). 
Scriptures of our and other faiths propound the creed of non¬ 
violence (ahimsa) (for details see ‘Non-violence is Supreme in 
Religious Scriptures’). Inspite of this, one may find references to 
act of slaughter and meat-eating here and there in the Scriptures. 
These passages should be understood in their appropriate contextual 
setting as to whether such indications are enjoined as ‘obligatory 
duties’, or whether they are a way out for preventing evil tendencies 
of meat-eating. Among sentient beings we find various kinds of 
evil propensities which are ingenerate, such as adultery born of 
passionate sensuousness, alcoholism, etc. etc. To prevent the 
tendency of indiscriminate cohabitation of man and woman it has 
been enjoined that a person should delimit his relations to one 
woman after entering into matrimonial sacraments with her and he 
should thus be considered on par with a brahmacarl. In a similar 
manner, to check the flesh-eating tendencies of meat-eaters, wherever 
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there are references to meat-eating, though the ulterior and real 
objective is prevention of meat-eating and forbidding of violence 
(himsa), and vegetarian food and ahimsa have been promulgated 
as the prime dharma—when such passages are considered duly well 
and pondered over, it will be found that meat-eating and acts of 
violence have not been enjoined as ‘obligatory duties’. 

Shrimad Bhagwata 11th Canto, 5th Chapter prescribes : 

o^en-TTfirru^EiT ftcaT^g ft a* gfaiT l 
s’rafesrft w\\w 

Man is naturally inclined towards the enjoyment of sexual pleasure, 
flesh and wine. No rules enjoin him to indulge in them. A certain 
check is provided over these tendencies (by the Sastra) by permitting 
sexual commerce with one’s wedded wife, meat-eating at the end of 
an animal sacrifice, drinking of wine during a Sautramani sacrifice (in 
the case of those who are addicted to these) ; the (real) intention (of 
Sastra) is to turn man away from them. (11) 

OTUTOSft ftftcH qsflfc-raift 5T ft^TT I 

S^Ta: STSTOT * *3IT ft^^f * ftg: ll^lt 

They do not understand the pure essence of their religion. Only 
smelling of wine is sanctioned and touching the animal is allowed and 
not its killing (in a Sautramani sacrifice). (13) 

^ *asv:n: ^fwnftjT. I 

Those who are ignorant of this real Dharma and, though wicked 
and haughty, account themselves virtuous, kill animals without any 
feeling of remorse or fear of punishment, and are devoured by those 
very animals in their next birth. (14) 

So wherever there are sentences which seem to support violence 
(himsa), or meat-eating, or enjoin rituals entailing meat, they should 
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be deliberated with due consideration as to whether they are inhibitions 
to prevent evil tendencies, or they are ‘obligatory duties’. If such 
sentences are in the form of ‘obligatory duties’, then they are invalid 
and they should be treated as interpolations (see the proof cited under 
the heading ‘What to do if there is contradiction between Sruti and 
Smrti’). 

It is stated in the Santiparva of the Mahabharata : 

“O Brahmana ! atheists pursuing efforts to amass wealth and covetous, 
having not understood the injunctions of Vedas have spread falsities 
which have a semblance of truth.” (263.6) 

II (sufem ^v,£) 

“Liquors, fish, mead, meat, spirits, rice cooked with sesamum 
(til) seads,—all these have been inserted into yajna by the wicked 
people. Vedas have not prescribed their use in yajna.” (265.9) 

In the Mahabharata, it is very clearly specified that in the yajnas, 
there is no place for violence to animals. Santiparva, Chapter 
337, Verses 4 & 5 provide that according to Vedic Sruti seeds 
should be offered in oblation in a yajna. 

373I^ufiT sftenfjT S3TIT || 

5T7 OT5 SIcit ^TT SSI II ^^V9.v-si) 

The seeds are named as aja. As such it is not justified to kill a goat. 
Wherever animals are sacrificed in yajna, it is not the norm of the 
Virtuous. (337, 4-5) 

In the ‘Syadvaadmanjari’ of the Jains, aja in a yajna is to be 
interpreted as seeds : 
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cWT f§ fqtqiSSlhaSls^ 

sqT^^ I *T*qi£*T^5 ^HTaTq^iq fqsnfqqj qqsftSTfc, 
qsjfrfqqj fqaq^rrf?, *mqifqqi qi^fraqqTf^ snrqqqiqqqT 
qqqsrrqqffq I 

(Interpretation of verse No. 23, published by Bombay 
Sanskrit Prakrit Series, 1933, first edition, page 140, lines 
49 to 54) 

It means—In Vedic injunctions like ‘yajna should be performed 
with aja', the ignorant interpret aja as an animal (goat). Those 
who are not to be reborn in the world, such wise persons interpret 
it as three-year old barley and rice, five-year old Sesamum indicum 
(til) and masura lentil, seven-year old panic seed (kangii) and 
mustard, etc. 

In the third chapter (tantra) Kakoluklya of the Pancatantra 
by Visnusarma, it is provided : 

q&sfa ^ qTffPET q$H. sqTqi^qffq ^ q*3Tq 

^ 5nqf?cT 1 qq fq?55 t^^^q^q^sq^ l sraT qtgq^iq^ 
qrsq?^ q gq*. q^fq?Prr:! 

Meaning thereby—Those who kill animals in yajnas are fools, 
because they do not know the correct interpretation of Sruti. 
Sruti provides for aja to be used for yajna. Aja means seven- 
year old rice and not an animal. There the following verse is 
quoted in support : 

i^tf^cqT qfptcqT i 

q^er *T*q^ ^qif q*q! ^q qiq^ IK o 311 

Meaning thereby—If, by cutting of green trees, by killing animals 
and playing with their blood, one can attain heaven, then by which 
action is one likely to go to hell ? 
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Pandit Dharmadev Vidya-vachaspati writes in his Hindi book 
‘Vedon ka Yathartha Svarup (The reality of Vedas)’ published by 
Gurukul Kangri, Hardwar, Vikrama Samvat 2014, pages 251-252 : 

“It is now crystal clear that killing of animals in yajna is an 
imagination of wicked persons. Such provisions in the 

r 

Srauta-sutras, Grhya-sutras, Brahmanas, Smrtis and other 
scriptures are unacceptable due to their being against the 
provision of the Vedas and thus being later interpolations.” 

Such interpolations have been widely prevalent in ancient 
scriptures. This has been pointed out by the famous Dvaita teacher 
Madhvacarya alias Anandatirtha in his exegesis on the Mahabharata 
in the following words : 

qqfe? afsjqffcT i 

sigcmT 3ifq 5T?«n: sqT^srr ?f?r II 

(Mahabharata-tatparya-nirnaya, Chapter 2, Sarvamul 
Kumbhaghonam edition, page 907). 

Meaning thereby—Wicked persons interpolate some scriptures, they 
omit sentences, and they introduce perversions due to inadvertence 
and sometimes otherwise. Thus the scriptures, though not completely 
destroyed, are wholly spoiled in this manner. 

Besides the provision of Vedas, we may look through the provision 
made in Srimad Bhagavata 7.15.7, 8, 10 and 11 : 

^JT5Tfaq srri !T ’OTeRqfacJJ 

q qg%TqT 11511 

One who knows the essence of piety should not offer meat (to 
the maftes) in a Sraddha ceremony nor should he eat it (himself). 
The type of supreme gratification caused (to the manes as well as 
to the Lord Himself) through cereals fit for (the consumption of) 
anchorites (because involvirtg no destruction of life) is never brought 
about through (meat etc. obtained by) the killing of animals, (7) 
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JTciT?*!? qct vmf ^urt ^r^jrfrj'sggTn i 

m II (SIi 

For men seeking true piety there is no other such virtue as 
abstinence from violence to living beings, perpetrated through mind, 
speech and body. (8) 

SSTOUNgqmui f^T 1 

Seeing one proceeding to propitiate the Lord through sacrifices 
conducted with material substances, animals grow apprehensive 
lest the merciless fellow, who is ignorant of the truth of the Spirit 
and is (therefore) given to the (mere) gratification of his self, will 
surely kill them. (10) 

grqrftaTfa I 

fraifacqitfafaqft; fem-r: nun 

Therefore, (remaining ever) contented, he who knows what is 
right should perform from day to day (his) obligatory and occasional 
duties even with the cereals fit for (the consumption of) hermits 
and obtained by force of destiny (rather than undertake big 
sacrifices involving destruction of life). (11) 

It is not clear as for whom Manusmrti verses involving meat 
are meant. A verse is found in Chapter 11, of the Manusmrti, which 
is numbered as 95 in some editions and 96 in others. It reads as 
follows: 

urn ^Teqj^ i 

Meaning thereby—Wine, meat, liquor, spirit etc., are the food of 
Yaksas, Raksasas and Pisacas, hence these are not fit for Brahmanas, 
who take havi offered to the Gods. 
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This clearly proves that meat and wine preparations are meant 
■only for Yaksas, Raksasas and Pisacas and not for the human 
species. In the Vedas also, it is mentioned that this type of food is 
meant only for Raksasas and those humans who cosume them deserve 
capital punishment or death. 

m EfiBrTT ^rrgsrrc: i 

3TSf?rroT I 

Meaning thereby—Those who are addicted to meat and take 
meat of horse or other animals and by killing cows, deprive others 
from their milk, cannot be corrected by any other means, then O 
Ruler ! sever their heads by means of your shining weapon, this is 
the last punishment, which can be accorded to them. 

Dr. Umesh Chandra Pandeya, Hindi commentator of the 
Gautama Dharmasutra with its Mitaksara Vrtti (published by the 
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Varanasi, Samvat 2023, page 13 of 
Introduction), writes : 

“There was great scope for interpolation in ancient literature. 
It is practically impossible to decide the correct and original text 
of any scripture.” 

It appears that during the Muslim period under threat and during 
British period under temptation, interpolations have been effected 
in several scriptures. To arrive at the correct original text of such 
scriptures is, no doubt, a very difficult task, but it is not impossible. 
Those passages of such scriptures as contravene the provisions of 
Shruti, can be taken for granted as interpolations and thus those 
scriptures can be corrected to their original readings. This is a task 
beset with great difficulties. Only those persons can accomplish it 
who are capable of interpreting the Vedas in a correct manner. It 
is worth undertaking. Even now a days there are scholars learned 
in the scriptures and endowed with noble character. Day by day 
such persons are getting scarce due to neglect of Sanskrit language. 
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If this difficult task is not undertaken at this stage, then it would become 
impossible in the future for want of scholars who are learned and 
also of noble character. 

It is not easy to interpret the Vedas. Their language cannot 
be properly understood without the study of Nirukta. Gods 
appreciate indirect (cryptic) expression and not the direct. 

Even in the simple language of the Mahabharata, there are several 
passages which are difficult to interpret and understand. In the 
Mahabharata itself it is stated : 

*T3Pi> m fi ett ii (snfajcf *.«;*) 

Meaning thereby—8,800 verses are such, which are fully understood 
by Sri Vyasa and Sri Sukadeva. Even Sanjaya might or might not 
understand them fully, (adi parva 1.81) 

Shrimad Bhagavata Mahapurana also states that gods like indirect 
expression : 

3c<TC>$lfsra> ^T> WISH* II (4.28.65) 

siT55T^T*Tg^TT?=rsT*^ 11(11.3.44) 

Just as darkness cannot exist in light, similarly it is not 
possible that in Vedas which are knowledge incarnate, there would 
exist any such provision which would not help human beings to 
uplift themselves on all planes from the material to the spiritual. 
Just as, under light one sees the blackness of its own shadow, 
similarly, if one is bent upon seeing blackness of his own mind in 
the Vedas, he is free to do so, but actually it is not there in the 
Vedas. 

Rishis used to visualise the Veda Mantras and their interpretation 
during their samadhi, therefore they were named as ‘Seers’. Likewise 
they came to know about the creation of the universe. The Creator 
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made some living beings to subsist on grass and leaves, while others 
were made to sustain themselves on living beings. Human beings were 
created to live on vegetation, which is amply clear from the physiology 
of the human body. Modern physiologists and diet experts also 
support it. A few extracts selected from the voluminous writing of 
Earnest Crosby and James Oldfield, M.A., D.C.L., M.R.C.S., are quoted 
below in support of these biological facts : 

WHETHER MEAT IS NATURAL FOOD FOR 
HUMAN BEINGS ? 

(Selected paragraphs from Enlightened and Voluminous writings by 
Ernest Crosby) 

THE MEAT FETISH 

That butchery is cruel is so self-evident that it is hardly necessary 
to dwell upon the fact, and cruelty usually attends the life of the victim 
from the beginning. 

Finally, at the abattoir, the cattle are received by men who have 
been drilled into machines, who must kill so many creatures to the 
minute and begin the process of skinning before life is extinct. In 
some cases death must be prolonged to make the meat white. 

The animal comes to the place of execution, as a rule, in a state 
of frenzy, and to overcome its resistance the eye must be gouged or 
the tail twisted till the gristle cracks. It is futile to preach humanity 
to men engaged in such a trade. You or I, enlisted in such a profession, 
would act the same way. 

The essential idea of butchery for food is cruel, and you cannot be 
cruel humanely. “How could you select such a business ?” Asked 
a horrified officer of a ‘Society f or the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals’, 
upon his first visit to the stockyards of Chicago. “We’re only doing 
your dirty work, sir,” was the true and silencing reply. It is 
brutalizing work as well as cruel work, and those who create the demand 
for it are responsible for it. 

2 
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And with strange perversity we pick out the most inoffensive 
animals for slaughter. There might be an element of justice in preying 
upon beasts of prey, but we prefer to slay the harmless deer and cow 
and sheep. Is carnivorous flesh offensive ? Then, why do we make 
our own flesh offensive by being carnivorous ? 

In addition to the uncleanliness and unwholesomeness of 
meat, it is easy to show that it is also an unnatural food for man. 
If it were a natural food, would you not be willing to go into the first 
butcher’s shop, cut a slice from a carcass, and put it into your 
mouth ? You would not hesitate to do so to any fruit or vegetable. 
If meat is a natural food, would you feel any repugnance at eating 
dog flesh or cat flesh merely because you are not accustomed to it ? 
You would rather like to taste a new fruit. Dogs are raised for 
food in Korea, and there is no difference between their flesh and 
other meat in principle. Put a kitten and a chick in the same room, 
and the former will show—what its natural food is—by pouncing 
upon the latter and devouring it. Put a baby, in the place of a 
kitten, and it will not attempt to eat the chick ; but it will try to eat 
an apple, which is its natural food. .. All of which goes to show 
that meat is not man’s natural food. 

The structure of his body confirms this belief. He has the long 
intestines of the graminivorous animals, and not the short intestines 
of the carnivora. His jaws are hung so that they can grind upon 
each other, like those of the horse, cow, and camel, and are not fixed 
vertically like the dog’s. He has no carnivorous teeth, those to which 
that name is often given—the eye-teeth—being much more pronounced 
in the non-carnivorous anthropoid ape. 

Richard Owen, the great anatomist and natural historian, said 
long ago that “the anthropoids and all the quadrumana derive their 
alimentation from fruits, grains, and other succulent vegetal substances, 
and the strict analogy between the structure of these animals and 
that of man clearly demonstrates his frugivorous nature,” and 
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! this truth is more firmly established today than it was when he wrote. 

I It is not natural to eat meat. 

(Selected paragraphs from writing of Josiah Oldfield, M.A., D.C.L., 
M.R.C.S., Earnshaw-Cooper Lecturer on Dietetics, The Lady 
Margaret Fruitarian Hospital). 

The earliest medicine-man began to put two and two together, 
and rightly concluded that the waste matter from any animal was 
a cause of disease to that animal if not quickly and completely 
removed. 

He also noted that it was the excreta of animals that ate flesh that 
was by far the most dangerous of all. He might store his domesticated 
animals in the far end of his cave, and no one was much the worse, 
but any cave in which dogs or cats, or wolves have been confined or 
imprisoned, must be shunned for years after. He also made a mental 
note for future use that cattle droppings were left scattered all over the 
surface of the land, and were rapidly utilized as food by all vegetative 
growths from grasses upwards, whereas carnivorous animals were 
compelled, by an age-born instinct, to scratch holes and bury their excreta 
: as soon as it left their body. 

[ 

Let us consider for a moment the wonderful machinery which 
■ Nature has installed in the human body for the purpose of getting 
rid of this waste matter from our system. In the first place, we must 
get clearly fixed in our mind that all human waste matter is 
poisonously dangerous to the individual that produces it, and that, 
therefore, if he wants to escape the attack of any of the ever 
present disease, he must regularly and promptly get rid of this 
waste matter. In the second place, we must ever set before ourselves 
that all forms of flesh food produce the most dangerous of these waste 
products. It is not an error that the first duty of a nurse is to give to a 
meat-eating patient admitted to a hospital, either an enema, or a 
purgative, or an emetic, or all three. 

The ordinary diet of a, man or woman who gets seriously ill, is. 
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in England, a very unnatural and a very unwise one. Most people 
have been taught by parents, who know no better, that the food for 
health and strength is meat. It used to be ‘beer and beef’ ; now 
however, the beer fallacy has been exploded, while the beef fallacy 
is rapidly losing its hold upon the intellectual and cultured classes of 
the world. It is, however, the middle and the lower classes that are 
carried off to hospital when they get ill, and these are the classes that 
eat the most meat. 

When I am called to a meat-eating patient, I always carry out 
the same ritual. It is the first step towards setting the body free 
from its burden of overwork and of self-poisoning. When, on the 
other hand, I am dealing with clean eating patients, I am quite satisfied 
if even forty-eight hours have elapsed since the last clearance, because 
in this case, the faeces—like those of a horse or a cow—are not on the 
verge of septic putrefaction. When we have grasped these points 
clearly we can greatly appreciate how wonderful is the mechanism 
provided by Nature of keeping our bodies free from internal poisoning. 

The mechanism is almost fool proof, but just as there are a great 
many people who will spoil every car they drive, and those for whom 
no watch will keep good time for long, so too, there is a high percentage 
of people who are not to be trusted with the delicate machinery of their 
own digestive organs—and certainly not with that of their children. 

All vertebrates are built on the principle of a long, hollow tube, 
round which the muscular and nerve and circulatory organs are built 
up. Food is put in at one end of this tube and slowly passing along, 
leaves it at the other end. As it passes along, the digestive juices 
chemically act upon it. They physically absorb from it the various 
elements of nutrition that it contains, and then pass on the residue. 
Broken down sweepings of the body cells also are thrown into this | 
part of hollow tube, which has now become a ‘sewage tube’. Little 
by little the contents are pushed on right to the end and then eliminated, j 
So simple in theory, so excellent in practice, the machinery is built to 
work for about one hundred years, bHt fools get it out of gear long before 
it is normally worn out! 


Whether Meat is Natural Food for Human Beings ? 


21 


For the proper working of the machinery, a man must put 
into it :— 

1. The food suitable to the particular human structure ; 

2. In a condition suitable to be dealt with by the machinery ; 

3. In a quantity in harmony with the requirements of the 
body ; 

4. At intervals sufficiently long to allow time for rest and repair 
of the various parts of the machinery. 

Give up the use of flesh-foods. Flesh-food cause retardations 
of intestinal rhythm. Flesh-foods leave, as waste matter, substances 
which decompose and produce an inhibitory toxic effect upon the 
colonic muscles. The waste matter of flesh-foods is so liable to set 
up a constitutional toxic effect that Nature has shortened the large 
intenstine of her carnivorous animals so that the decomposing matter 
shall not remain in the animal’s body a moment longer than necessary. 
She has also emphasized its danger to the living creatures around by 
teaching the carnivorous animals to scratch a hole in the ground, 
defaecate into the hole, and cover it up again ; it is too dangerous a 
substance to be allowed to lie about. 



WESTERN INDOLOGISTS : A STUDY 
IN MOTIVES 

by Pt. Bhagawad Dutt (with minor additions) 

INTEREST OF EUROPEANS IN BHARATAVARSHA AND 
ITS ANCIENT LITERATURE : The battle of Plassey, fought in 
Samvat 1814, sealed the fate of India. Bengal came under the 
dominance of the British. In Samvat 1840, William Jones was 
appointed Chief Justice in the British Settlement of Fort William. 

He translated into English the celebrated play Sakuntala of the 
renowned poet Kalidasa (Circa 4th cent. B. V.) in Samvat 1846, and 
the Code of Manu in Samvat 1851, the year in which he died. After 
him, his younger associate, Sir Henry Thomas Colebrooke, wrote an 
article ‘On the Vedas ’ in Samvat 1862. 

In the Vikram year 1875, August Wilhelm von Schlegel was 
appointed the first Professor of Sanskrit in the Bonn University of 
Germany. Friedrich Schlegel was his brother. He wrote in 1865 V. 
a work entitled ‘Upon the Languages and Wisdom of the Hindus’. 1 
Both the brothers evinced great love for Sanskrit. Another Sanskritist ; 
Hern Wilhelm von Humboldt became the collaborator of August j 
Schlegel whose edition of the Bhagavad gita directed his attention to 
its study. In Samvat 1884 he wrote to a friend saying : “It is perhaps 
the deepest and loftiest thing the world has to show.” At that very time 
Arthur Schopenhauer (1845-1917 V.), a great German philosopher, 
happened to read the Latin translation of the Upanishads (1858-1859 V.) j 
done by a French writer Anquetil du Perron (1788-1862 V.), from the 
Persian translation of prince Dara Shikoh (1722 V.), named as Sirre- 
Akbar —the great secret. He was so impressed by their philosophy ] 
that he called them ‘the production of the highest human wisdom’, 2 

1. In this book he ‘derives the Indo-Germanic family from India". See ‘A Literary 
History of India’, by R. W. Frazer, London, p. 5 note 2, third impression, 
1915. 

2. Quoted in ‘A History of Indian Literature' by M. Winternitz, English 
translation, Vol. I, p. 20 (1927 A.D.). 
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{ and considered them to contain almost superhuman conceptions’, 1 
The study of the Upanishads was a source of great inspiration and 
means of comfort to his soul, and writing about it he says, “It is the 
most satisfying and elevating reading (with the exception of the original 
text) which is possible in the world ; it has been the solace of my life 
and will be the solace of my death.” 2 It is well-known that the book 
“Oupnekhat'( Upanishad) always lay open on his table and he invariably 
studied it before retiring to rest. He called the opening up of Sanskrit 
literature ‘the greatest gift of our century’, and predicted that the 
philosophy and knowledge of the Upanishads would become the 
cherished faith of the West. 

RESULT OF THAT INTEREST : Such writings attracted the 
German scholars more and more to the study of Sanskrit, and many 
of them began to hold Bharatiya culture in great esteem. Prof. 
Winternitz has described their reverence and enthusiasm in the 
following words : 

“When Indian literature became first known in the West, people 
were inclined to ascribe a hoary age to every literary work hailing 
from India. They used to look upon India as something like the 
cradle of mankind, or at least of human civilization.” 3 

This impression was natural and spontaneous. It was based on 
truth and had no element of bias. The historical facts that were 
handed down by the sages of Bharatavaria were based on true and 
unbroken traditions. Their philosophical doctrines delved deep into 
the source and mysteries of life and propounded principles of eternal 
value. When the people of the West came to know of them for the 


1. Ibid. p. 266 

2. Ibid. p. 267. Also see New Indian Antiquary, Vol. 1, No. 1. April 1938. p. 59, 
article of Heinrich Zimmer. The translation is, 'the consolation of his old age'. 
The original of this quotation is in Parerga etParalipomena,\ ol. II,p. 427. 
1851. 

3. Lectures in Calcutta University, August, 1923, printed in 1925 at as ‘Some 
Problems of Indian Literature,' p. 3. 
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first time, many unbigoted scholars were highly impressed by their 
marvellous accuracy and profound wisdom and being uninfluenced 
by any considerations of colour or creed they were generous in their 
acclamations. This enthusiastic applause of the honest people of 
Christian lands created a flutter in the dovecotes of Jewry and 
Christian missionaries, who were as ignorant of the real import of 
their own Scriptures and traditions as those of BharatavarJa and 
followed only the dictates of dogmatic Pauline Christianity which 
had made them intolerant of all other faiths. 1 

The correctness of our conclusion can be judged from the following 
observation of Heinrich Zimmer :— 

“He (Schopenhauer) was the first among the Western people to 
speak of this in an incomparable manner—in that great cloud-burst 
of European-Christian atmosphere.” 2 

How revengeful are dogmatic Christians and Jews on those, who 
do not hold opinions similar to their own, is amply illustrated by the 
fate of Robertson Smith (1846-94 A.D.), the author of 'The Religion 
of the Semites', and a professor of Hebrew in the Free Church College, 
Aberdeen. The punishment he got for the frank and fearless expression 
of his scientific researches is well recorded by Lewis Spence in the 
following words :— 

“The heterodox character of an encyclopaedia article on the Bible 
led to his prosecution for heresy, of which charge, however, he was 
acquitted. But a f urther article upon ‘ Hebrew Language and Literature' 

1. Intolerance was Inherent in all the Semitic faiths and was responsible for 
the crusades, jehads, and the institution of the Inquisition. A century before 
the time of Schopenhauer, Voltaire also fell a victim to the wrath of the 
clergy. He wrote an Essay on the Morals and the Spirit of the Nations, which 
offended everybody because it told the truth. It spoke highly of the ancient 
cultures of India, China and Persia and relegated Judea and Christendom to 
a relatively inferior position. How could then he be forgiven for ‘so unpatriotic 
a revelation’ ? He was exiled for a second time by the French Government, 
(vide ‘The Story of Philosophy,’ by Will Durant p. 241). 

2. New Indian Antiquary, April, 1938 p. 67. 
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in the Encyclopaedia Britannica (1880) led to his removal from the 
professoriate of the College.” 1 

Primary Reason 

JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN BIAS : The ancient Jews were 
descendants of the Aryas. Their beliefs were the same as those of 
the Aryas. The Primeval Man, whom they called Adam, was Brahma, 
the originator of mankind. The Hebrew name is derived from ‘Atma- 
Bhu', one of the epithets of Brahma. In the beginning of Creation 
‘Brahma gave names to all objects and beings’, 2 and so did Adam 
according to Jewish tradition : ‘and whatsoever Adam called every 
living creature that was the name thereof’. 3 In later times the Jews 
forgot their ancient history and ancestry and became narrow in their 
outlook. They considered themselves to be the oldest of all races. 4 
But in 1654 A.D. Archbishop Usher of Ireland firmly announced that 
his study of Scripture had proved that creation took place in the year 
4004 B.C. So, from the end of the seventeenth century, this chronology 
was accepted by the Europeans and they came to believe that Adam 
was created 4004 years before Christ. 5 

Hence a majority of the modern Jews and the dogmatic Christians 
and especially many professors of Sanskrit found it hard to reconcile 
themselves to the view that any race or civilization could be older than 


1. ‘An Introduction to Mythology, New York. (Date of publication not indicated 
in the book.) 

2. Manu-smriti, 1.21. 

3. Genesis, 11.10. 

4. “.that the Jewish race is by far the oldest of all these” Fragments of 

Megasthenes, p. 103. 

5. “Archbishop Usher’s famed chronology which so long dominated the ideas 

of man.” Historians’’ History of the World, Vol. I, p. 626, 1908. 

Duncan Macnaughton in his ‘A Scheme of Egyptian Chronology” London, 
1932, writes : 

“It is strange to see that Wilkinson place Menes (or Manu the first King 
of Egypt) as low as 2320, but it is to be remembered that in 1836 English- 
speaking scholars were still under the hypnotic influence of Usher’s Biblical 
Chronology. The dates printed in the Bible were regarded as sacred, and it 
was positively wicked to disregard them.” (p. 6). 
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the date of Adam accepted by them. They resented the hoary antiquity 
ascribed by their broad-minded brother scholars to the literature and 
civilization of Bharatavarfa and much more to the origin of man. 
Referring to this deep-rooted prejudice, A. S. Sayce writes :— 

“But as far as man was concerned, his history was still limited by 
the dates in the margin of our Bibles. Even today the old idea of his 
recent appearance still prevails in quarters where we should least 
expect to find it and so-called critical historians still occupy themselves 
in endeavouring to reduce the dates of his earlier history.... To a 
generation which had been brought up to believe that in 4004 B.C. or 
thereabout the world was being created, the idea man himself went 
back to 100,000 years ago was both incredible and inconceivable.” 1 

Ample evidence can be adduced to prove the existence of this 
inveterate prejudice but the above quotation from a great anthropologist 
would suffice for our purpose. 

The studies of Sankrit continued and flourished in Europe and very 
rapidly the opinions and judgements of scholars also became warped 
by the influence of the inherent prejudice fanned by the clergy. From 
the Vikram year 1858 to 1897 Eugene Burnouf occupied the chair of 
Professor of Sanskrit in France. He had two German pupils Rudolph 
Roth and Max Muller, who later on made a name in European 
Sanskrit scholarship. 

THE PURPOSE OF BODEN CHAIR OF SANSKRIT IN 
OXFORD UNIVERSITY : In Sam vat 1890 Horace Hayman Wilson 
became the Boden Professor of Sanskrit in the Oxford University. His 
successor Prof. M. Monier-Williams has drawn the attention of scholars 
to the object of the establishment of that chair in the following words:— 

“I must draw attention to the fact that I am only the second 
occupant of the Boden Chair, and that its Founder, Colonel Boden, 


1. ‘Antiquity of Civilised Man,’ Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute 
of Great Britain and Ireland, Vol. 60, July-December, 1930. 
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stated most explicitly in his will (dated August 15, 1811 A.D.) that 
the special object of his munificent bequest was to promote the 
translation of Scriptures into Sanskrit ; so as to enable his countrymen 
to proceed in the conversion of the natives of India to the Christian 
Religion.” 1 

Prejudiced Sanskrit Professors 

I. Prof. Wilson was a man of very noble disposition, but he had 
his obligations towards the motives of the founder of the Chair he 
occupied. He, therefore, wrote a book on ‘ The Religious and 
Philosophical System of the Hindus’ and explaining the reason for 
writing it he says : “These lectures were written to help candidates 
for a prize of £200-given by John Muir, a well-known old Haileybury 
man and great Sanskrit scholar, for the best refutation of the Hindu 
Religious System”. 2 

From this quotation the learned readers can conclude to what 
extent the aim of European scholarship could be called scientific, how 
far the theories propounded by them could be free from partisanship 
and called reliable, and how true would be the picture of Bharatiya 
civilisation and culture drawn by them. 

II. In the same spirit of prejudice the aforesaid scholar Rudolph 
Roth wrote his thesis ’Zur Literatur und Geschichte des Veda,’ 3 a 
dissertation on the Vedic literature and history. In 1909 V. was 
published his edition of the Nirukta of Yaska. 4 He was too proud of 
his own learning and of the German genius. He asserted that by 
means of the German ‘science’ of philology Vedic mantras could be 
interpreted much better than with the help of Nirukta . 5 Roth wrote 
many other things in this haughty vein. 

1. ‘Sanskrit-English Dictionary’ by Sir M. Monier-Williams, Preface, p. IX, 1899. 

2. “Eminent Orientalists,’ Madras, p. 72. 

3. English translation published in the Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, 
1847. 

4. A treatise on etymology and semantics. 

5. It would be interesting here to point out that in the introduction of his edition 
of Nirukta, Roth has given a wrong interpretation of a passage of Aitareya 
Brahmana which has invited a derisive comment from Gold-strucker (cf. 
Panini, p. 198). 
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III. The same pedantry is exhibited in the writings of W.D. 
Whitney who asserts : “The principles of the ‘German School’ are the 
only ones which can ever guide us to a true understanding of the 
Veda.” 1 

IV. MAX MULLER : Max Muller was a fellow-student of 
Roth. Besides his teacher’s stamp on him, Max Muller’s interview with 
Lord Macaulay on the 28th December, 1855 A.D. also played a great 
part in his anti-Indian views. Max Muller had to sit silent for an hour 
while the historian poured out his diametrically opposite views and 
then dismissed his visitor who tried in vain to utter a simple word : 
“I went back to Oxford”, writes Max Muller, “a sadder man and a 
wiser man.” 2 

Max Muller’s name became widely known to the people of 
Bharatavarfa for two reasons. Firstly, he was a voluminous writer 
and secondly his views were severely criticised by the great scholar 
and savant Svami Dayananda Sarasvati (1881-1940 V.) in his public 
speeches and writings. The value of Max-Muller’s opinions, be 
estimated from his following statements :— 

(1) “History seems to teach that the whole human race required 
a gradual education before, in the fullness of time, it could be admitted 
to the truths of Christianity. All the fallacies of human reason had 
to be exhausted, before the light of a higher truth could meet with 
ready acceptance. The ancient religions of the world were but the 
milk of nature, which was in due time to be succeeded by the bread 

of life. ‘The religion of Buddha has spread far beyond 

the limits of the Aryan world, and to our limited vision, it may seem 
to have retarded the advent of Christianity among a large portion of 
the human race. But in the sight of Him with whom a thousand years 
are but as one day, that religion, like the ancient religions of the world, 
may have but served to prepare the way of Christ, by helping through 


1. American Or. Soc. Proc., Oct., 1867. 

2 Life and Letters of Max Muller, Vol. I, Ch. IX, p. 171. 
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its very errors to strengthen and to deepen the ineradicable yearning 
of the human heart after the truth of God.’ 1 

(2) “Large number of Vedic hymns are childish in the extreme : 
tedious, low, commonplace.” 2 

(3) “Nay, they (the Vedas) contain, by the side of simple, natural, 
childish thoughts, many ideas which to us sound modern, or secondary 
and tertiary.” 3 

Such blasphemous reviling of the most ancient and highly scientific 
scripture of the world can come only from the mouth of a bigoted 
(not an honest) Christian, a low pagan or an impious atheist. Barring 
Christianity, Max Muller was bitterly antagonistic to every other 
religion which he regarded as heathen. His religious intolerance is 
borrowed from his bitter criticism of the view of the German scholar, 
Dr. Spiegel, that the Biblical theory of the creation of the world is 
borrowed from the ancient religion of the Persians or Iranians. Stung 
by this statement Max Muller writes : “A writer like Dr. Spiegel 
should know that he can expect on mercy ; nay, he should himself 
wish for no mercy, but invite the heaviest artillery against the floating 
battery which he has launched in the troubled waters of Biblical 
criticism.” 4 (Strange to say that our History supports the truth of Dr. 
Spiegel’s view to the extent that the Biblical statements were derived 
from Persian, Babylonian and Egyptian scriptures, which according 
to the ancient history of the world, were in their turn derived from 
Vedic sources.) 

At another place the same devotee of the Western scientific’ 
scholarship says : “If in spite of all this, many people, most expectant 
to judge, look forward with confidence to the conversion of the Parsis, 
it is because, in the most essential points, they have already, though 
unconsciously, approached as near as possible to the pure doctrine of 

1. History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 32, 1860. 

2. ‘ Chips from a German Workshop ’, second edition, 1866, p. 27. 

3. 'India, What can it teach us\ Lecture IV, p. 118, 1882. 

4. “ Chips from a German Workshop ”, Genesis and the Zend Avesta, p, 147- 
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Christianity. Let them but read Zend-Avesta, in which they profess 
to believe, and they will find that their faith is no longer the faith of 
the Yasna, the Vendidad and the Vispered. As historical relics, these 
works, if critically interpreted, will always retain a pre-eminent place 
in the great library of the ancient world. As oracles of religious faith, 
they are defunct and a mere anachronism in the age in which we 
live.” 1 


Even a superficial reader can see the strain of Christian fanaticism 
running through these lines. If Bharatiya culture could exact 
occasional praise from the pen of a bigoted man like Max Muller, it 
was only due to its unrivalled greatness and superiority. 

MAX MULLER AND JACOLLIOT : The French scholar Louis 
Jacolliot, Chief Judge in Chandranagar, wrote a book called ‘La 
Bible dans Linde ’ in Samvat 1926. Next year an English translation 
of it was also published. In that book the learned author has laid 
down the thesis that all the main currents of thought in the world 
have been derived from the ancient Aryan thought. He has called 
Bharatavaria ‘the Cradle of Humanity’. 2 

“Land of ancient India ! Cradle of Humanity, hail ! Hail 
revered motherland whom centuries of brutal invasions have not 
yet buried under the dust of oblivion. Hail, Fatherland of faith, 
of love, of poetry and of science, may we hail a revival of thy past 
in our Western future.” 

This book cut Max Muller to the quick and he said while reviewing 


1. Ibid. The Modern Parsis, p. 180. To write about an unconscious approach 
of an anterior religion to the doctrines of a posterior faith can only become 
a person of ‘scientific’ mind like that of Max Muller. How repugnant to a 
biased Christian mind is the idea of Christianity borrowing anything from 
another ancient religion even when the similarity is so striking ! And these 
very so-called unbiased pedagogues have not hesitated to attribute to 
Bharatiya literature a Greek borrowing on the flimsiest excuse, i.e., where 
the similarity is not at all obvious but is strained. 

2. Cf quotation from Winternitz after 3rd para from the beginning of this chapter. 
Probably Wintemitz refers to Jacolliot. 
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it that “the author seems to have been taken in by the Brahmins in 
India”. 

MAX MULLER’S LETTERS : Personal letters give a true 
picture of the writer’s inner mind. A person expresses his inmost 
feelings in the letters which he writes to his intimate relations and 
friends. Such letters are very helpful in estimating his real nature and 
character. Fortunately, a collection called the ‘Life and Letters of 
Frederick Max Muller' has been published in two volumes. A few 
extracts from those letters would suffice to expose the mind of the 
man who is held in great esteem in the West for his Sanskrit learning 
and impartial judgment. 

(a) In a letter of 1866 A.D. (V. Sam. 1923) he writes to 
his wife : 

“This edition of mine and the translation of the Veda will 
hereafter tell to a great extent on the fate of India, .. It is the root 
of their religion and to show them what the root is, I feel sure, is 
the only way of uprooting all that has sprung from it during the 
last three thousand years.” (Vol. I, Ch. XV, page 346) 

(b) In another letter he writes to his son : 

“Would you say that any one sacred book is superior to all 
others in the world ? ... .1 say the New Testament, after that, 
I should place the Koran, 1 which in its moral teachings, is hardly 
more than a later edition of the New Testament. Then would 
follow according to my opinion the Old Testament, the Southern 
Buddhist Tripitaka, the Tao-te-king of Laotze, the Kings of 
Confucius, the Veda and the Avesta.” (Vol. II, Ch. XXXII, 
page 339) 


1. A clear indication of Anglo-Muslim alliance worked out by the English 
bureaucrats and later evident in a work like the Cambridge History of India 
and a hoard of other works. 

It is also evident in the works of the French author Garcin de Tassy, Les 
Anteurs Hindoustanis et leurs ouvrages 2nd., Paris 1868 and Histoire de la 
literature Hondoustainic, 3 vols, 2nd ed., Paris 1870-71. 
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(c) On 16th December 1868 A.D. (Sam. 1925) he writes to Duke 
of Argyl, the Minister for India : 

“The ancient religion of India is doomed and if Christianity 
does not step in, whose fault will it be ?” (Vol. I, Ch. XVI, 
page 378) 

(d) On 29th January 1882 (Sam. 1939) he wrote to SriBairamji 
Malabari : 

“I wanted to tell .... what the true historical value of this 
ancient religion is, as looked upon, not from an exclusively European 
or Christian, but from a historical point of view. But discover in 
it ‘steam engines and electricity and European philosophy and 
morality, and you deprive it of its true character.” (Vol. II, 
Ch. XXV, pages 115-116) 

(e) Max Muller grew so insolent and audacious that he started 
to challenge Indians in a direct foolhardy manner. It is clear 
from a letter written by him to N. K. Majumdar : 

“Tell me some of your chief difficulties that prevent you 
and your countrymen from openly following Christ, and when I 
write to you I shall do my best to explain how I and many who 
agree with me have met them and solved them .... From my 
point of view, India, at least the best part of it, is already converted 
to Christianity. You want no pursuasion to become a follower of 
Christ. Then make up your mind to work for yourself. Unite 
your flock—to hold them together and to prevent them from 
straying. The bridge has been built for you by those who came 
before you. STEP BOLDLY FORWARD, it will break under 
you, and you will find many friends to welcome you on the other 
shore and among them none more delighted than your old friend 
and fellow labourer F. Max-Muller.” (Vol. II, Ch. XXXIV, 
pages 415-416) 

Herein Max Muller claims to know ‘the true historical value’ of 
Vedjc religion, but our history is going to expose the hollowness of 
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the learning and scholarship which he and his colleagues boast of 
possessing. 

V. WEBER’S BIAS : At the time when Max Muller was busy 
besmirching the glory of Bharatiya literature and religion in England, 
Albert Weber was devoting himself to the same ignominious task in 
Germany. We have already referred to the unstinted praise of the 
Bhagavad-Gita by Humboldt. Weber could not tolerate this. He 
had the temerity to postulate that the Mahabharata and Gita were 
influenced by Christian thought. Mark what he writes :— 

“The peculiar colouring of the Krsna Sect, which pervades the 
whole book, is noteworthy ; Christian legendary matter and other 
Western influences are unmistakably present ... .” 1 

The view of Weber was strongly supported by two other Western 
scholars, Lorinser 2 and E. Washburn Hopkins. 3 Yet the view was 
so blatantly absurd that most of the professors in European universities 
did not accept it in spite of their Christian leanings. But the 
propagation of this wrong view played its mischief and was mainly 
responsible for the hesitation of the Western scholars (including the 
antagonists) to assign to the Mahabharata a date, earlier than the 
Christian era. 

WEBER AND BANKIM CHANDRA : I am not alone in 
holding this view. 

This is what Bankim Chandra Chattopadhyaya, the well known 
Bengali scholar, has to say about Weber in his Krishnacharita, 4th 
chapter ;—• 

“The celebrated Weber was no doubt a scholar but I am 

inclined to think that it was an unfortunate moment for India 

1. “The History of Sanskrit Literature ” Popular ed. 1914, p. 189, footnote ; 

of also p. 300, foot-note. 

2. He wrote an article ‘Die Bhagavad Gita' in samvat 1926. 

3. 'India, OldandNew', New York, 1902, p. 146, Also cf. his Religions of India, 

p. 429, Boston, 1895, 

3 
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when he began the study of Sanskrit. The descendants of the 
German savages of yesterday could not reconcile themselves to 
the ancient glory of India. It was therefore, their earnest effort 
to prove that the civilization of India was comparatively of recent 
origin. They could not persuade themselves to believe that the 
Mahabharata was composed centuries before Christ was born.” 1 

WEBER AND GOLDSTUCKER : Weber and Boehtlingk 
prepared a dictionary of the Sanskrit language called the ‘Sanskrit 
Worterbuch, Prof. Kuhn was also one of their assistants. Being 
mainly based on the wrong and imaginary principles of philology, the 
work is full of wrong meanings in many places and is, therefore, 
unreliable and misleading. It is a pity that so much labour was 
wasted on account of sheer prejudice. The dictionary was a subject of 
severe criticism by Prof. Goldstucker which annoyed the two editors. 
Weber was so much upset that he stooped to use abusive language of 
the coarsest kind 2 against Prof. Goldstucker. He said that the views 
of Prof. Goldstucker about the Worterbuch showed ‘a perfect 
derangement of his mental faculties ', 3 since he did not reject the authority 
of the greatest Hindu scholars freely and easily. Replying to their 
undignified attacks Prof. Goldstucker exposed the conspiracy of 
Professors Roth, Boehtlingk, Weber and Kuhn which they had formed 
to undermine the greatness of ancient Bharatavarsa. He wrote : 

“It will, of course, be my duty to show, at the earliest 
opportunity, that Dr. Boehtlingk is incapable of understanding 
even easy rules of Panini, much less those of Katyayana and still 
less is he capable of making use of them in the understanding of 
Classical texts. The errors in his department of the Dictionary 
are so numerous .... that it will fill every serious Sanskritist with 
dismay, when he calculates the mischievous influence which they 
must exercise on the study of Sanskrit philology”. 4 

1. An English translation from the Bengali version. 

2. “ Paninian , His Place in Sanskrit Literature", Allahabad Edition, p. 200, 1914. 

3. Ibid. p. 200. 

4. Ibid. p. 195. 
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He further remarks : “that questions which ought to have been 
decided with the very utmost circumspection and which could not 
be decided without very laborious research have been trifled with in 
the Worterbuch in the most unwarranted manner”. 1 

Goldstucker was called upon by one of Boethlinkg’s men not 
only to have respect for ‘the editor of Panini ..’ (i.e. Boehtlingk), 
but even for the hidden reasons for foisting on the public his blunders 
of every kind. 2 

We know that there were no other ‘hidden reasons’ than their 
Christian and Jewish bias which impelled them to suppress the correct 
information of the Hindu grammarians and underrate and vilify Aryan 
civilization and culture, and at the same time to serve as tools of the 
British government towards the same end. 

Professor Kuhn, who ‘gave his opinion on the Worterbuch’ was 
“an individual whose sole connection with Sanskrit studies consisted 
in handling Sanskrit books to those who could read them, a literary 
naught, wholly unknown, but assuming the airs of a quantity, because 
it had figures before it that prompted it on, a personage who, 
according to his own friends, was perfectly ignorant of Sanskrit”. 3 

Provoked by the unwarranted flouting of the authentic Hindu 
tradition. Professor Goldstucker was compelled to raise his 'feeble 
but solitary voice’ against the coterie of mischievous propagandists 
masquerading under the garb of ‘scientific’ scholars. He concludes 
his laborious work with the following significant remarks : 

“When I see that the most distinguished and the most learned 
Hindu scholars and divines—the most valuable and sometimes 
the only source of all our knowledge of ancient India—are scorned 
in theory, mutilated in print, and, as consequence, set aside in the 
interpretation of Vaidik texts ; .... when a clique of Sanskritists 

1. Ibid. p. 197. 

2. Ibid. p. 203. 

3. Ibid. p. 203, 
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. of this description vapours about giving us the sense of the Veda 
as it existed at the commencement of Hindu antiquity ;—when 
I consider that the method of studying Sanskrit philology is pursued 
by those whose words apparently derive weight and influence from 

the professional position they hold ;.then I hold that 

it would be a want of courage and a dereliction of duty, if 
I did not make a stand against these Saturnalia of Sanskrit 
Philology.” 1 

VI. MONIER-WILLIAMS, who revealed the real object of the 
purpose of the establishment of the Boden chair, thus* delivers 
himself :— 

“Brahmanism, therefore, must die out. In point of fact, false 
ideas on the most ordinary scientific subjects are so mixed up with 
its doctrines that the commonest education—the simplest lessons in 
geography—without the aid of Christianity must inevitably in the end 
sap its foundations.” 2 

“When the walls of the mighty f ortress of Brahmanism are encircled, 
undermined, and finally stormed by the soldiers of the cross, the 
victory of Christianity must be signal and complete.” 3 

Therefore, we are justified in drawing the conclusion that his book, 
‘The Study of Sanskrit in Relation to Missionary work in India’ 
(1861 a.d., London) was written with the sole object of promoting 
Christianity and ousting Hinduism. Inspite of this some of our 
Indian Sanskrit scholars call these European scholars, unbiased students 
of Sanskrit literature, whose sole aim has been to acquire knowledge 
for its own sake. 

Again, expressing his deep rooted veneration for the Bible, 
Monier-Williams writes :—“the Bible, though a true revelation.” 4 


1. Ibid. pp. 204-205. 

2. Modern India and the Indians, by M. Williams, third ed. 1879, p, 261. 

3. Ibid. p. 262. 

4. Indian Wisdom, p. 143. 
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VII. RUDOLF HOERNLE : Rudolf Hoernle was the Principal 
of Queen’s College, Banaras, in Samvat 1926.. At that time Svami 
Dayananda Sarasvati, who later on founded the Arya Samaja, 
happened to reach Banaras for the first time for the propagation of 
his mission. Dr. Hoernle met Svami Dayananda on several occasions. 
He wrote an article 1 on Svamiji from which the following extract is 
noteworthy, because it reveals the real intention of many European 
scholars who take to the study of Sanskrit and ancient scriptures of 
Bharatavarsa. Hoernle says :— 

“.he (Dayananda) may possibly convince the Hindus that 

their modern Hinduism is altogether in opposition to the Vedas .... 
If once they became thoroughly convinced of this radical error, they 
will no doubt abandon Hinduism at once .... They cannot go back 
to the Vedic state ; that is dead and gone, and will never revive ; 
something more or less new must follow. We hope it may be 
Christianity,.” 2 

VIII. RICHARD GARBE : was a German Sanskritist, who 
edited many Sanskrit works. Besides these in 1914 he wrote a book 
for the missionaries, entitled “Indien und das Christentum.” His 
religious bias is quite evident in this book. 

IX. WINTERNITZ : The pride of the superiority of their own 
philosophy and religion and of the infallibility of their own conclusions 
has become so ingrained in the above-mentioned type of Western 
Sanskrit scholars that they feel no hesitation in giving expression to it 
brazen-facedly bef ore the public. Reverent admiration of the philosophy 
of the Upanisads by Schopenhauer, often quoted by Bharatiya writers, 
rankled in the heart of the Europeans, and as late as A.D. .1925 Prof. 
Winternitz thought it incumbent on him to denounce the sincere and 
heartfelt views of Schopenhauer in the following words :— 

“Yet I believe, it is a wild exaggeration when Schopenhauer 

says that the teaching of the Upanisads represents ‘the fruit of 

1. The Christian Intelligencer, Calcutta, March 1870, p. 79. 

2. A.F.R.H. quoted in “The Arya Samaj” by Lajpat Rai, 1932, p. 4\ 
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the highest human knowledge and wisdom’ and contains ‘almost 
superhuman conceptions the originators of which can hardly be 
regarded as mere mortals .... 1,1 

Not content with his invective against the Upanisads he had the 
audacity to deprecate even the greatness of the Vedas by saying :— 

‘It is true, the authors of these hymns rise but extremely 
seldom to the exalted flights and the deep fervour of, say, religious 
poetry of the Hebrews.” 1 2 

This vilification did not remain confined to Sanskrit scholars 
alone, but through them it percolated into the field of Science. Not 
knowing a word of the exact and multifarious scientific knowledge 
of the ancient Hindus, Sir William Cecil Dampier writes : 

“Perhaps the paucity of Indian contribution to other sciences 
(than Philosophy and Medicine) may in part be due to the Hindu 
religion”. 3 

The climax of hatred against Hinduism is seen in the highly 
mischievous and provoking remarks like the following even in popular 
literature :— 

(a) “The curse of India is the Hindoo religion. More than two 
hundred million people believe a monkey mixture of mythology that 
is strangling the nation.” “He who yearns for God in India soon 
loses his head as well as his heart”. 4 

( b ) Prof. McKenzie, of Bombay finds the ethics of India defective, 
illogical and anti-social, lacking any philosophical foundation, nullified 
by abhorrent ideas of asceticism and ritual and altogether inferior to 
the ‘higher spirituality’ of Europe. He devotes most of his book 

1. Some Problems of Indian Literature, Calcutta 1925, p. 61. 

2. History of Indian Literature, page 79, 1927. 

3. A History of Science, 4th edition, p. 8, Cambridge University Press, 1948. 

4. Ripley’s ‘ Believe it or Not,' Part I, p.-14, 26th edition, Pocket-Books Inc. 

New York. 
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‘Hindu Ethics’ to upholding this thesis and comes to the triumphant 
conclusions that Hindu philosophical ideas, ‘when logically applied 
leave no room for ethics’ ; and that they prevent the development of 
a strenuous moral life.” 1 

It is a matter of serious mistake on the part of a Government 
which is anxious to win the friendship and sympathy of Bharata to 
allow such heinous type of literature as Ripley’s to be published. And 
again, it is a matter of regret that such books, whether published in 
India or abroad, are not taken notice of by our politicians and have 
not been banned by our National Government. Not only is our 
Government indifferent to the interdiction of such slanderous literature, 
but even our Universities not only prescribe but recommend for higher 
study books on Bharatiya history and culture written by foreign 
scholars who lose no opportunity of maligning our civilization openly 
or in a very subtle way. 

Remarks like those of McKenzie on the ethics of a country from 
whose Brahmanas the whole world learnt its morality and rules of 
conduct, 2 are nothing short of blasphemy and national insult. The 
irony of the situation is that, instead of being condemned such persons 
receive recognition and honour from our educationists and political 
leaders. 

MOST BHARATIYA SCHOLARS AND POLITICIANS 
UNAWARE OF THIS BIAS : We have sufficiently exposed the 
mentality of this type of Western scholars. They received enormous 
financial aid from their Governments and also from the British 
Government in India, which they freely used in writing articles, 
pamphlets and books propagating their reactionary views in a very 
subtle and disguised manner. It was their careful endeavour not to 
give themselves away and to mislead the world and the people of 
Bharatavarsa under the cloak of scholarship and impartiality. They 
might have pretty well succeeded in their work had not their apple-cart 

1. Vide ‘Ethics of India' by E. W. Hopkins, Preface, pp. x and xi, New Haven, 
1924. . 

2. Manu, II. 20. 
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been upset by Svami Dayananda Sarasvati, who ruthlessly exposed 
their nefarious designs. Svamiji was a man of unique personality, 
indomitable courage, keen intellect and far-reaching vision and 
imagination. He had come in contact with many European scholars 
of his time. He had met George Buhler, Monier Williams, 1 Rudolf 
Hoernle, Thibaut and others who had worked with Christian zeal 
in the field of Sanskrit research. He was the first man whose 
penetrating eye could not fail to see through the ulterior motives of 
their research work, although the common run of people in 
Bharatavarsa and even most of the learned men in the employ of the 
Government here had permitted themselves to be deluded by their 
so-called profound scholarship, strict impartiality, scientific and liberal 
outlook. He gave a timely warning to the people of his country and 
to a great extent succeeded in saving them from the clutches of these 
pseudo-scholars and clandestine missionaries. 

We have studied almost the entire literature produced by generations 
of Western scholars and have thoroughly examined it with an open 
mind. We have arrived at the conclusion that there is a definite 
tinge of Christian prejudice in the writings of most of these scholars, 
which is responsible for discrediting all that is great in Bharatavarsa. 
The ultimate aim of the writers seems to be the proselytization of 
the people of this land to Christianity by instilling into their head 
in a subtle manner the inferiority of their indigenous religion and 
culture. 


1. Monier Williams himself writes of his meeting :—“Dayanand Sarasvati,. 

I made his acquaintance at Bombay in 1876, and was much struck by his 
fine countenance and figure. There I heard him preach an eloquent discourse 
on the religious development of the Aryan race. He began by repeating a 
hymn to Varuna (IV. 16) preceded by the syllable Om—prolating the vowel 
in deep sonorous tones.” Brahmanism and Hinduism. M. Williams, 4th ed. 
1891, p. 529. 

“In one of my interview with him, I asked him forhis definition of religion 
He replied in Sanskrit :—‘Religion (qtf) is a true and just views and 

the abandonment of all prejudice and partiality ( qtflqicHlfjlcZIlJ)—that 
is to say, it is an impartial inquiry into the truth by means of the senses and 
the two other instruments of knowledge (SFfM), reason and revelation.” 
Ibid. (p. 530). 
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But truth can never remain hidden for long. Now some modern 
scholars of Bharatavarsa have also begun to see to some extent, 
though not thoroughly, through the thin veneer of European 
scholarship, e.g. :— 

I. Prof. V. Rangacharya writes :— 

“Incalculable mischief has been done by almost all the English 
and American scholars in assuming arbitrarily the earliest dates 
for Egypt or Mesopotamia—dates going back to B.C. 5000 atleast 
—and the latest possible dates for Ancient India on the ground 
that India borrowed from them.” 1 

II. Sri Nilakantha Sastri, the Head of History Department of 
Madras University, although a supporter of many untenable Western 
theories, had to write :— 

“What is this but a critique of Indian society and Indian history 
in the light of the nineteenth century prepossessions of Europe ? 
This criticism was started by the English administration and 
European missionaries and has been nearly focussed by the vast 
erudition of Lassen ; the unfulfilled aspirations of Germany in the 
early nineteenth century, doubtless had their share in shaping the 
line of Lassen’s thought.” 2 

III. Sri C. R. Krishnamacharlu, Ex-Epigraphist t o the Government 
of India, having realized the ulterior motives of European writers, 
has expressed his views more strongly. He writes :— 

“These authors, coming as they do from nations of recent 
growth, and writing this history with motives other than cultural, 
which in some cases are apparently racial and prejudicial to the 
correct elucidation of the past history of India cannot acquire 
testimony for historic veracity of cultural sympathy.” 3 


1. History of Pre-Musalman India, Vol. II, Vedic India, Parti, 1937 A.D. p. 145. 

2. All India Oriental Conference, December 1941, Part II, p. 64, printed in 1946. 

3. ‘The Cradle of Indian History', p. 3, Adyar Library, Madras, 1947. 
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IV. Prof. R. Subba Rao, M.A., L.T., in his Presidential Address, 
(Sectional), Sixteenth Session of Indian History Congress, Waltair, 
(29th December, 1953) writes :— 

“Unfortunately, the historicity of Puranas and their testimony 
has been perverted by certain Western scholars who stated rather 
dogmatically that the historical age cannot go back beyond 2000 
B.C., and that there is no need for fixing the Mahabharata war 
earlier than 1400 B.C. They accused the Brahmins of having 
raised their antiquity and questioned the authenticity of the Hindu 
astronomical works.” 1 

Conclusion 

In short, the foregoing pages make it clear that it was this Christian 
and Judaic prejudice which : 

(a) did not allow the real dates of ancient Bharatiya history to 
be accepted by the occidental scholars, who were always reluctant to 
give to the Vedas a higher antiquity than the earliest portion of the 
Old Testament and to place them beyond 2500 B.C. 2 

Even the school of Paul Deussen, A. W. Ryder and H. Zimmer, 
which followed Schopenhauer in the appreciation of ancient Indian 
intellect, but which did not work directly on chronology, could not 
throw off - the burden of these extremely unscientific, fictitious dates. 

( b ) gave rise to the two interrelated diseases of Western Indologists; 
firstly the disease of myth, mythical and mythology, according to 
which Brahma, Indra, Visnu, Parvata, Narada, Kasyapa, Pururavas, 
Vasistha and a host of other ancient sages have been declared as 
mythical. Nobody ever tried to understand their true historical 
character apprehending that the dates of Bharatiya history would go 
to very ancient periods ; and secondly, as a corollary to the above, 

1. J.A.H.R.S., Vol. XX, p. 187. 

2. Cf. A. L. Basham :— “Few European scholars would agree with professor 
Altekar (p. 19) that the Rigveda dates from 2500 B.C.” (J.R.A.S., 1950 A.D., 
parts 3-4, p. 202. 


Western Indologists : A Study in Motives 


43 


the disease of ‘attribution’ and ‘ascription’, under which the works 
of these and other sages have been declared to be written by some 
very late anonymous persons who are said to have ascribed or attributed 
them to those ‘mythical’ sages. 

(c) brought to the fore-front, the most fanciful and groundless 
theory of the migration of the Aryans into India, according to which 
the very existence of Manu, the first Crowned King of Bharata, Egypt 
etc. ; Iksvaku, Manu’s glorious son ; Bharata ChakravartI, the 
glorious son of fsakuntala ; Bhagiratha, who changed the course of 
the Ganga ; Kuru, after whom the sacred sacrificial land is called 
teuruteetra : fiama, tte son of £)asaratte and a nuniter of otter 
kings is being totally denied. 

(i d) was responsible for the altogether wrong translations of 
Vaidika works, and misrepresentation of Vaidika culture. 

(e) did not allow the acceptance of Sanskrit, as being the 
mother language of atleast the Indo-European group ; as at first 
very ably propounded by Franz Bopp, and often mentioned by ancient 
Indian authors. 

We are not sorry for all this, for, nothing better could be expected 
from such biased foreign pioneers of Sanskrit studies. 

With these brief remarks we earnestly pray that the light of truth 
may dawn on every thinking and learned man of Bharatavarsa, so 
that in these days of political and individual freedom he may shake 
off the yoke of intellectual slavery of the west. 



NON-VIOLENCE IS SUPREME IN 
RELIGIOUS SCRIPTURES 


Non-violence has been accorded a very high position in the 
scriptures of the Hindus as well as those of other faiths. It is evident 
from the citations given below 

l- j?t sishfcnft 

Do not kill any living being. 

2. In the Patanjala Yogasutra, (2.30) ahimsa is the first of the 
five yamas. 

tim: (snwre r °) 

Maharsi Vedavyasa in his commentary defines Ahimsa as follows— 

rT^Tfi^rr 

Having no ill feeling for any living being in all manners possible 
and for all times is called Ahimsa. 

3. srf gq gT g \.%o) 

By not killing any living being, one becomes fit for salvation. 

(Manusmrti 6.60) 


srfi^rr cicq^ 

By non-violence, one attains the supreme state, the paramapada. 

(Manusmrti 6.75) 

Manu in 10.63 in his prescription of duties for all human beings, 
has given priority to ahimsa even over truth etc. 

itfNrfiifpspifjrcif: 
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4. \whnf ^ \, 15.) 

Just as ahimsa is highest among all religions, similarly granting 
of fearlessness ( Abhaya-dana ) is the highest of all gifts ( dana ). 

(Adipurana 1.19) 

5. gfsnnf?cT *raT sri: i 

nfereiffcT am fsqji (q^.s.W.*?) 

Just as rivers following straight or crooked path enter the ocean, 
likewise all sins ( adharma ) surely converge into violence ( hitnsa ) that 
is, himsa is the greatest sin. (Padmapurana, Uttara 243.6) 

6. *ic*i st ^ fisrr 3-U-^) 

The truth which involves violence is not a truth. 

(Devibhagavata 3.11.36) 

5TTF f^^qfrnffVTOJlT: II 

sj^rfya msnfbr I 

arfl^^T g »JcTTcITT II 

(sfr.ET. 

Purification is of two kinds. Outer purification is effected by 
removal of adherences and inner purity is effected by ahimsa. The 
physical body is purified by water ; intellect is purified by knowledge ; 
the spirit (atma) is purified by ahimsa and the mind is purified by 
truth. (Baudhayana Dharmasutra 3.10.23-24) 

8. The Baudhayana Dharmasutra (3.10.14) accords a premier 
position to ahimsa in the various kinds of tapas. 

3ffi?*rr jpsjsprr i 

/ 

9. Even Bhagavan Sri Krsna while replying to the querries of 
Uddhava has given priority to ahimsa harmlessness or non-violence, 
while describing yama-niyama in Srimad-Bhagavata. (11.19.33-35) 
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Bhagavan Kapiladeva also has given priority to ahimsa over 
truth etc. while preaching ‘yoga' to his revered mother Devahuti in 
fsrimad-Bhagavata 3.28.4. 

Enumerating His glorious manifestations. Lord Krsna said to 
Uddhava in &rimad-Bhagavata 11.16.23—“Of all sacred vows I am 
(the vow of) harmlessness ahimsa —JTfTHTRfafSlFffl i” 

?i<npn: qr> vnff i 

(&rlmad Bhagavata VII. 15.8) 

For men seeking true piety there is no other such virtue as abstinence 
from violence to living beings, perpetrated through mind, speech and 
body. 

10. sfflsrr TOitmrto (ntaT \i.R) 

Among daivi-sampad qualities, ahimsa gets priority over truth. 

(Gita 16.2) 

11. qnr qji wfa fqf^cl 3Tf|^TTI 

Ahimsa is known to be the highest religion in Sruti. 

(Rama-carita-manasa VII. 120/22) 

12. In the Pancha-tantra by Visnu Sarma, where practical 
knowledge is illustrated by way of stories, ahimsa is described and 
praised as the prime religion. In the third section Kakolukiya it is 
said : 


fibrqrpqfq wrrfq q\ finfq h fagm; i 
qifq qrqj f% 3?rq: ^JiTTfa ^ II 

meaning thereby, that he who kills even ferocious animals without 
any reason or justification, is a cruel person and he goes to infernal 
hell ; what to speak of one who kills innocent living beings, 
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Stress has been laid on ‘ahimsa' (non-violence) at several places 
in the Mahabharata. Some extracts are quoted below. The references 
to chapter and verse are from the Gita Press edition followed by the 
Bhandarkar Research Institute edition. 


VANA-PARVA 


grfgg w fa w T gg itt i 

srf^TT snrfsicsraT i 
siftm ^ wgg i 

3T%TT qfrft vjq: | 

srf^rr wqqwm, 


181.2 ; 178.2 

181.10 ; 178.10 
181.42 ; 178.43 
189.22 ; 187.21 
207.74 ; 198.69 




207.91,92,93 ; 198.87-88 


(5stq>*Te$aTt) 

Discourse on ‘ ahimsa' versus ‘himsa’ by Dharma-Vyadha. 
The whole chapter deals with the subject. 208 ; 199 


3?%rr WRIT wfw ' fipA Slfa rm 314.8 ; 298.8 


UDYOGAPARVA : 

Slft^T I 33 52 i 33 48 

DRONAPARVA: 

sifiwT wjwjig vm fag; 192 38 ; 165 29 

SANTIPARVA. Raja-dharma-anusasana : 

srf&n iRqqfoaisqt wifafwq: i 35.37 ; 35.33 

sif^TT wqrwrNi i 36. 10 ; 2 , 1.1 

3!%TT I 65 -20 ; 65.20 
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ciq 3TT5Tq^ I 80 4 

^TTSTrje^r: e ggimiTJlifer I 79.6 ; 80.6 

arfl^TT ?n> svtt i 

0^ crq> fw^vff^T q SKfaFS II 79.18 ; 80.17 

STc^srpfi I 111.6 ; 112.6 

SANTIPARVA Apad-dharma : 

®rf^T *ic^rsm ^TvrfRf^qfaq^ i 

fl JTOTST ?rq> STUT^IfiT^ II 161.8 ; 155.8 

3?ffSTT €q ?T3t?S[ ecqTSiT^q^ST I 162.9 ; 156.9 

SANTIPARVA Moksa-dharma : 

3?f^P STSW?IT*T iNtsTJHTcI^^ I 189.12 ; 182.12 

srf^STT ^TcOJI^Vi: ^qiSUFTcT ?iq: I 191.15 ; 184.15 

a*ff*TT HqsTFn gTST™ I 

OTT iqniflT^ ST §*sft flt^ll 215.6; 208.6 

3T^q>: SW STcq> vjfaflT^ I 

srcnq: sr?T¥raT*T TrfaRTCirteigTroix I 245.20; 237.20 

ergsTcrfirt t^nf^wort h^Tc^t^ 1 262.19; 254.20 

8ff^eT^d q^ g I 264.6 ; 256.6 

3?flSTT SqTqsft RcTT I 265.6 ; 257.6 

srr^^q §TOT JOT^fl^T HiqnT^q^ I 

q^JT^ u£i qr«rricT qcq^n i 270.39,40; 262.37,38 

srffisTT ST*io5> vmf f^srPWS^snf^T: I 272.20 ; 264.19 

3THT5TT3,5 SJclt f^STTTlf^STT snqqjqfa I 

s*it fwf^qTsrgqiqfen 291.12,13; 280.12,13 
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arfijFTT q-rqsriFq q fqfqqg^ qftqTsq i 
srfi[RTqqH3rf5T: qqt^: urtaim i 
FT q> F*fqqsq> m q>sqq: qqT F^* II 
qftFTTqqgq^q sftqq ^fFF^qF: | 
ssrflsroT q^ w i 

ANUS A S ANAPARVA Dana-d harma 

qfgFlT FRqqqftq 3TT^S[i^q qq^WT I 
STT^q qq FtSPS? fqfqqq qq55$PJTJ^ II 
arfi^qToqqiqqq ft TTsra, ^ciq^m: i 
srffFTTfqFqT ^ qqTq ...qqFqTfq liSR I 
qflFTT qq 37T5Tqq^...clcqT5i qiqq^fq I 
srfiFTTm: q;55 ^q q't^TqT 5i?q q i 
srflFTT FTqJJ?|¥q:...FTcq qqcqq»2*lTq ^ I 
qfqFTTfqFcft f^cq ifT^t snqitqFTJ^i 
qqfqtq ft qq^g fFTsqet qrq FT*iq: I 
3Tf|FTT FTq^TqTqj 
STfiFTT FT^qqqq . qTqq sqq: I 
sqqTFiqqqTFqT uftqr: FTcqqifqq: I 

f^ft^t: qcq q?qq; ft^ qtq?cqqTqqi: u 

qfSFTT FTcqqqqqt qTqftqTsqgssqi^ I 
qftFTm q ^mf^frfq qTgqqifqvr: i 

ASVAMEDHAPARVA : 

srflFTT FrqqqTtnTfqfq ISTgsiTFrqq^ I 
srfg^fq qfqtq qfq q^qTFqq: qrqj 
4 


321.5 ; 309.4 

340.89 ; 327.78 
348.56 ; 336.52 
354.12 ; 343.12 


22.19 ; 23.19 
23.28 ; 24.29 

31.19 ; 32.19 
37.8-9 ; 37.8-9 

57.11 ; 57.11 
60.18-19 ; 59.18 

107.7 ; 110.6.7 
108.4 ; 111.4 
141.25 ; 128.25 

142.38 ; 130.38 
162.23 ; 147.22 
163.12 ; 149.11 


28.16 ; 28.16 
28.17 ; 28,17 
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1. 

2 . 


3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 



28.18 

28.18 

qjff ^TqjTS^nuT 1 

43.21 

43.19 

SlftsiT 5fgRST ^ ^ 1 

46.29 

46.35 

Slfi^TT ^c^cIIT TTrTJ^ 1 

50.2 

; 49.2 

CHRISTIANITY ON NON-VIOLENCE 


For ‘meat’ destroy not the work of God. 

(Romans 

14.20) 

It is good neither to eat flesh, nor to drink 
wine, nor any thing whereby thy brother 
stumbleth, or is offended, or is made 
weak. 

(Romans 

14.21) 

Sacrifice and offering thou didst not desire, 
mine ears hast thou opened ; burnt offering 
and sin offering hast thou not required. 

(Psalms 

40.6) 

I will take no bullock out of thy house, 
nor he goats out of thy folds. 

(Psalms 

50.9) 

For every beast of the forest is mine, 
and the cattle upon a thousand hills. 

(Psalms 

50.10) 

I know all the fowls of the mountains, 
and the wild beasts of the fields are mine. 

(Psalms 

50.11) 

If I were hungry, I would not tell thee : 
for the world is mine, and the fulness 
thereof. 

(Psalms 

50.12) 

Will I eat the flesh of bulls, 
or drink the blood of goats ? 

(Psalms 

50.13) 

I will have mercy and not sacrifice. 

(Mathews 

9.13) 

He that killeth an ox* is as if he slew a 
man ,he that sacrificeth a lamb, as if he 
cut off a dog’s neck. 

(Issiah 

66/3) 


♦ According to dictionary ‘OX’ represents both male and female of Cow progeny. 
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How strange that inspite of the provision in their scriptures that 
killing of the bovine species is like human murder, the Christians are 
the biggest cow-killers and beef-eaters and even persuade others to do 
so for their selfish ends. 


ZARATHUSTRA RELIGION 

The Parsi Zarathustra religion has also attached great importance 
to ahimSa and it considers meat as very impure. Mr. Dastur 
Khurshedji, the High Priest of the Wadia Temple, Bombay has written 
in his letter dated 7-2-1969 :— 

1. Our religion has the attribute— 

“Not advocating compulsion and violence” 

(Naida-Snaithishem) 

2. Any cruelty to animals is prohibited ; 
and protection or kindness is advocated. 

3. It is pointed out that at the final ‘judgement’ (Resurrection) 
man’s food should consist of vegetarian products ; and none 
would kill living creatures for food. 

4. The sacred hymns of Zarathustra emphasise our homage (nemo) 
to the animal kingdom. All life is sacred. 

5. Animal sacrifices are forbidden and none of our rituals ever offer 
meat. Nay, it has to be far away from sacred precincts. 

Although many Parsi friends take meat against their religion, 
their priest Shri Dastur Khurshedji is completely vegetarian. 



WHAT TO DO IF THERE IS CONTRADICTION 
BETWEEN &RUTI AND SMRTI ? 


urging f4*ftoT?n35fa \.\A) 

In case Smrti provision is against the provision of Sruti, Smrti 
provisions become inoperative. If the Sruti is not against, then it 
has to be presumed that in Sruti also there must have been provisions 
similar to Smrti but by the passing of time, the same is lost and is not 
traceable. (Jaimini Purva Mimansa Darsan 1.3.3) 

wfsraTOOTSTRi SOTTUT qilj ST fa: II (W^fcT R.U) 


These are the duties prescribed for those who are not addicted 
to artha and kama. For those who are anxious to know dharma, 
Sruti is the best proof. (Manu2.13) 

*IT IHJrw) ?IT^ I 

fas'Fssi: fa err: Fgm: ii 


Those (JJ1:) Smrtis () and those ( ^ 15 =E[ ) 

despicable systems ( ) which are not based on the Veda 

( $<W TSn: ) are all ( frafen: ) futile ( ) for ( fg ) they ( 5TT: ) 

are declared ( fJJrTf:) to be founded on dark ignorance (51*7115^61:) 

(Manu 12.95) 


3 sjfafcr I 

3Tfa^§ FT^T F3TTcT tfa**TcST3T II 




In case of contradiction between Sruti and smrti, the former is 
to be given more weight. Where there is no contradiction, good 
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people should perform actions ordained by smrti as if they were 
prescribed by sruti. (Jabala) 

SIT IT ST5 ffW fwr I (tfffqtsqq^TOl) 

In case of contradiction with Iruti, smrti becomes inoperative 
and ineffective. (Bhavisya-purana) 

Sri Madhavacarya alias Swami Anandatirtha has quoted passages 
from Vedic texts and Puranas at certain places in his commentary on 
the Brahmasutra and he has clearly specified :— 

q;af swr *r 11 

This basis of Puranas is Veda and nothing else. As such, how 
can they be taken as authentic against Vedic provisions ? 



Is BEEF EATING PRESCRIBED IN THE 
BRHADARANYAKA UPANISAD ? 


Notorious importance has been attached to Raja Rajendralala 
Mitra’s ‘Beef in Ancient India’, published as a booklet by Manisha 
Granthalaya (Private) Ltd., Calcutta. On pages ii & iii of its 
‘Preface’ a passage from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (6th Chapter, 
4th Brahmana, 18th kandika), has been cited and interpreted as the 
‘eating of beef-preparation by a couple desirous of begetting a son 
learned in all the Vedas’. This verse is invariably quoted by almost 
all who support beef-eating in the Vedas. Shri Panduranga Vaman 
Kane, M.A., LL.M., Advocate, High Court, Bombay, has also 
referred to it in Chapter XXII ‘Bhojana—flesh-eating’ of his 
‘History of Dharmasastra’, Vol. II, Part II, published by the 
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona. Later scholars like 
Dr. R. C. Majumdar, Honorary Head of the Department of History, 
Bharatiya Vidya Bhawan, Bombay, in the chapter ‘Food and Drink’, 
(‘History and Culture of the Indian People’, chapter XXI, page 577) 
have relied on Kane’s History of Dharmasastra for supporting the 
contention of beef-eating. Shri A. B. Shah, Professor of Mathematics 
and Statistics at the Universities of Poona and Bombay for about 20 
years, now Director of Programme in India for the Congress 
for Cultural Freedom, author of ‘Scientific Method & Planning for 
Democracy’ and other essays, in the ‘Introduction’ to his book 
‘Cow Slaughter—Horns of a Dilemma’, has emphatically supported 
beef-eating on the basis of the same controversial verse of the 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. This article intends to discuss this oft- 
cited verse. It reads as follows : 

*r ^5^ 3^ ft errsr 



Is Beef Eating Prescribed in the Brhadaranyaka Upanlsad ? S$ 

In the ‘Preface’ of the ‘Beef in Ancient India’, this verse has been 
translated into English as follows :— 

“And if a man wishes that a learned son should be born to him, 
famous, a public man, a popular speaker, that he should know 
all the Vedas and that he should live to his full age, then after 
having prepared boiled rice with meat and butter, he and his wife 
should both eat, being fit to have offspring. The meat should be 
of a fullgrown or of an old bull.” 

Mr. Robert Earnest Hume, Ph.D., D. Theol,, Professor of the 
History of Religions at the Union Theological Seminary, New York, 
has translated this verse in different words but the idea is the same, 
except that in place of ‘full grown or old bull’ he has interpreted the 
meat as ‘either veal or beef’. 

The controversial words are interpreted by the two authors as 


follows :— 




Rajendralala Mitra 

Robert Earnest Hume 

Mamsaudanam 

boiled rice and meat 

boiled rice and meat 

Auksena 

meat of a fullgrown bull 

veal 

Arsabhena 

meat of an old bull 

beef 


In English usage ‘veal’ is the flesh of a calf and beef that of a 
grown-up animal. 

If it be accepted that rice with veal, meat of a full-grown or an 
old bull, cooked in butter, would beget a son, blessed with the learning 
of all the Vedas, then the Western people, who are almost all beef¬ 
eaters, should have all acquired this learning. Let us examine the 
interpretation of this verse in its appropriate context. The four 
verses immediately preceding the said controversial verse in the 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad read as follows :— 

ST n ft 3UftcT STRHT^jf? 
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sm stt^t gft ^TqgRsfcr 

qT^famT ^fq*H^ii3jflqT5iTjft^<ci‘ 

arafggre II Wl 

sm n gq> ft ^quT> aT^ci sfta. ^mgfEfci 

qjgfqcqr ^fqsq^n^ftqTclTqtSq^ 

s^faere w\\\\ 

am IT ^%TT ft qfn^cIT srrftcT 

qT^fqeqT ^ffcqrcIii^qTcITft^q^ amfftciar Ilian 

These four verses, according to all the translators, give dietary 
prescriptions for begetting progeny which is well versed in one or 
more Vedas as f ollows :— 

for a son, proficient in one Veda, diet of rice cooked in milk, 
and mixed with ghee ; 

for a son, proficient in two Vedas, diet of rice cooked with curd, 
mixed with ghee ; 

for a son, proficient in three Vedas, diet of rice cooked in water, 
mixed with ghee ; and 

for a learned daughter, diet of rice cooked in til (sesamum), 
mixed with ghee- 

According to Western scholars, the chronological order of the 
four Vedas is as follows :— 

(i) Rg-Veda ; (ii) Yajur-Veda ; (iii) Sama-Veda ; and (iv) 
Atharva-Veda. 


If the sequence of the Vedas in the above-quoted verses of the 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad is taken to correspond to the order in which 
the respective Vedas have appeared, then the diet prescribed for a 
couple to acquire a son well versed in one or more of the Vedas will 
be as follows :— 


(i) For Rg-Veda, diet of rice and milk, mixed with ghee ; 


(ii) For Rg, and t 
Yajur-Vedas j ” 


99 


99 


curd. 


99 
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(iii) For Rg, Yajur ) 

„ ' ,, , > diet of rice and water, mixed with ghee : 

& Sama Vedas J 

(iv) For Rg, Yajur, Sama \ 

(diet of nee and beef, mixed with ghee . 

& Atharva Vedas / 

If the above interpretation is accepted, beef diet has been enjoined 
for the acquisition of the knowledge of the Atharva-Veda only. 

The above verses do not indicate a diet of the meat of smaller 
animals like goat, sheep or others for acquiring a child proficient 
in one or two or three of the Vedas. Then how can it be justified 
that beef diet has been prescribed for begetting a son learned in the 
four Vedas, particularly for the Atharva Veda. Let us consider 
the question further and in greater details. 

Just as the English word ‘flesh’, besides meaning ‘muscular tissues 
of an animal’, also means ‘soft pulpy part of fruits and vegetables’ 
and ‘meat’, besides meaning ‘flesh of an animal’, also means ‘anything 
eaten as food for nourishment’, the Sanskrit word Mathsa also means 
‘soft pulpy part of fruits and vegetables, etc.’ The readers can consult 
any Sanskrit dictionary. Similarly, the peel of a fruit is called skin ; 
its hard part is called bone and fibres are called ligament or nerves etc. 

‘PRASTHAM KUMARIKA-MAMSAM ANAYA’ in Sanskrit 
could mean ‘bring a seer of girl’s flesh’, but it means only ‘bring a seer 
of the fleshy pith of the medicinal plant called kumari (Hindi—ghikvar). 

There are several words in Sanskrit which mean a particular animal 
or which refer to parts of their body, but primarily they are the names 
of medicinal plants. 

Go-danti cow’s-teeth ; a kind of medicinal plant ; yellow orpiment 
(Monier-Williams) ; a white mineral substance 
(Monier-Williams) 

Go-ksura cow’s hoof; a medicine called gokharu; Tibulus 
lanuginosus, susruta (Monier-Williams). 
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Go-jihva . cpw’s tongue ; Ayurvedic medicine called gajwan 
or gojwan (its leaf is rough like cow’s tongue) ; name 
of a plant Phlomis or Premna esculenta (Monier- 
Williams). 

A ja karna goat’s ear ; a Sana arjuna () tree whose parts 

are used in the preparation of medicine ; the tree 
Terminalia Alata Tomentosa (Monier-Williams). 

Aja she-goat ; plant whose bulb resembles the udder of a 

goat (Monier-Williams) 

It would be blasphemy if one interprets these words only as parts 
of the body of a cow or goat or the animal itself. 

The chapter VI-4 of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad deals with 
the subject of begetting learned progeny according to one’s own 
desire. The very first verse of this chapter is :— 

cc^rr f mi, srrTtsqTH'WTT:, siWt^r 

S^lfar, 'T> 3 T*t 3^1:, 3^*1 lllil 

which means— 

“Verily, of all created things here, earth is the essence ; 

of earth, water is the essence ; 

of water, medicinal plants are the essence ; 

of medicinal plants, flowers are the essence ; 

of flowers, fruits are the essence ; 

of fruits, man is the essence ; 

of man, semen is the essence. 

In this chain from earth to semen (seed of the human species), 
no mention has been made of anything connected with animal flesh. 
The specification of the plant kingdom clearly indicates that high class 
semen needed to beget high class progeny, can be produced by fruits 
of medicinal plants only and not from any kind of animal flesh. 

The word ‘ auksena ’ is from ‘ Uksa ’. It will be relevant here to 
quote the various meanings of this word from the famous Sanskrit- 
English Dictionary compiled by Monier-Williams. They are as 
follows :— 



Is Beef Eating Prescribed in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad ? 59 

(i) a bull (as impregnating the flock) ; 

(ii) name of ‘soma’ (as sprinkling or scattering small drops) ; 

(iii) one of the eight chief medicaments (xsabha). 

The word ‘arsabhena’ is derived from the word ‘xsabha’. The said 
Dictionary renders this word as follows :— 

(i) a bull (as impregnating the flock) ; 

(ii) a kind of medicinal plant (Susruta, Bhava-Prakasa) ; 

(iii) Carpopogon Pruriens (Caraka). 

The well-known Sanskrit-German Dictionary under the title 
Sanskrit- Waerterbuch published by the Imperial Academy of Sciences, 
St-Petersburg in 1855, explains the word ‘uksa as dripping or trickling 
soma. The Dictionary has cited the word from various mantras 
1.135.9, 9.83.2, 9.85.10, 9.86.43, 9.89.2, 9.95.4 of the Rg-Veda. 

A few more meanings are ascribed to these two words, but they 
are not relevant here. 

‘SOMA’ in Monier Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary 
is ‘Juice of soma plant’ where soma plant itself is said to be a climbing 
plant Sarcostema Viminalis or Asclepias Acida ; a drug of supposed 
magical property. ‘ Soma’ is interpreted as ‘nectar’ as well. Almost 
similar interpretations of the soma plant are given in other indigenous 
dictionaries also. 

The concluding words of the above verse are ‘auksena va rsabhena 
va, which stand for ‘either uksa or xsabha’. As such uksa and xsabha 
must be two different things and not one and the same thing. According 
to the dictionaries, uksa does not mean ‘ go-vatsa ’ or calf, while both 
words uksa and rsabha, if interpreted as an animal of the bovine species, 
will mean bull (as impregnating the flock) i.e. one and the same thing. 
Hence the word uksa and rsabha, with the conjunctions ‘either’ and 
‘or’, cannot mean one and the same thing i.e. bull (as impregnating the 
flock). By adding the conjunctions ‘either ... or’ to ‘uksa’ and ‘ rsabha' 
the seer of the verse must have intended to represent two different 
things. In the field of medicine ‘uksa’ may also mean ‘rsabha’, but 
with the words’ either and ‘or’ added with the words ‘ukfd’ and ‘xsabha’. 
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ukfd’ cannot mean ‘ rsabha ’. As such ‘ukfd’ stands for ‘soma’ (as 
sprinkling or scattering small drops) and ‘rsabha' signifies a medicinal 
plant as described in the Caraka-Samhita, Susruta-Samhita and 
Bhava-Prakasa. 

In Caraka-Samhita, Volume I, Chapter IV. 13, the first mahdkasaya 
consisting of ten medicines, among which ‘xsabhaka' is one, are termed 
as ‘jimmya' or energy-increasing. The text is as follows :— 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7-8 

9 10 

In the 38th Chapter of the s&tra-sthdna of the Susruta-Samhita, 
which is named as dravya-sangrahanlya, rsabhaka ’ is one of several 
items. 

In Bhava-Prakasa, Purna-khand ‘rsabhaka’ is one of the eight 
medicaments. The text is as follows :— 

1 2 3-4 5-6 7 8 

sufeffel; IIV*oil 

Among the various qualities of asta-varga or the eight medicaments, 
the most important are : brhana aphrodisiac ; sukra-janaka —semen- 
producing ; and bala-bardhaka —tonic. 

It is further mentioned there that the ‘ rsabha ’ medicine is found 
on Himalayan peaks. It is shaped like the horn of a bull. 

From the several references quoted above as well as from verses 
1, 14, 15, 16 and 17 of the same chapter of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, 
it is amply clear that ‘uksa’ and ‘ rsabha ’ in verse 18 can mean only two 
different medicinal plants referred to in Ayurvedic texts and not the 
meat of a calf or an ox (whether full-grown or old) in any case. 
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Commentary of Jagatgaru Adi-Sankaracarya 

Jagadguru Adi-Sankaracarya’s Sanskrit Commentary on 
controversial kandika 6.4.18 of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, is often 
cited in favour of the prescription of beef. Some contend that it is 
evident from this commentary that even Jagadguru Adi-Sankaracarya 
has accepted the prescription of partaking of rice cooked with beef 
for a couple desirous of begetting progeny well-versed in the four 
Vedas. The wording of the commentary is as follows : 

“fefavj fimtrT: SH^TrT I 
VTTf^rclT 3?*fac*IT I 

qrafirsurM i err 

Jltsto I OTSTHJ 

«prr^cRt*nrrw i” 

There is no difference of opinion about the translation of the first 
part of the commentary which is as follows : 

“One whose importance is sung in varied ways is called viglta. 
Viglta i.e., renowned. Samitingama i.e., a fearless or undaunted 
person who attends the assembly of the learned. As learned has 
been specified separately in the text, the word samitingama 
has not been taken in the sense of a scholar or learned person. 
Susr&sta is affable in speech, speaker of charming expression, 
i.e., a coherent speaker endowed with samskaras”. 

The meaning of the latter part is as follows : 

“Cooked rice mixed with mamsa is mamsaudana. The mamsa is 
further specified as : that of uksa, uksa is a pungava potent in 
impregnation; or that of a rsabha of vayas exceeding that of 
uksa". 
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This is the literal meaning. Jagadguru Adi-Sankaracarya has 
not clarified whether it is the meat of an animal or whether it is the 
mamsa i.e., fleshy part of medicinal fruits. In such a situation it has 
to be considered in the light of its context, whether the meat of an 
animal is appropriate here or the fleshy part of medicinal fruits. This 
will be clear by considering the signification of secana-samarthah 
pungavah and of ‘a rsabha exceeding in vayas than that of uksa’. There 
is no difference of opinion about the meaning of secana-samarthah 
which is potent in impregnation. The meanings of the words uksa, 
puhgava, rsabha and vayaS will have to be considered. 

The meaning of uksa has been discussed earlier in this chapter. 

The meanings of the word puhgava are given by Monier Williams 
in his Sanskrit-English Dictionary p. 630, column 3 (lines 8-11 from 
bottom) as follows : 

“a bull, a hero, eminent person, chief of, a kind of drug”. 

On their basis, the meaning of secana-samarthah pungavah 
can be : 

(i) a stud-bull potent in impregnation. 

(ii) a hero potent in impregnation. 

(iii) an eminent person potent in impregnation. 

(iv) a chief potent in impregnation. 

(v) a kind of drug potent in impregnation. 

The herb potent in impregnation has been termed as vajikarana 
or aphrodisiac in Ayurveda. Soma is also an aphrodisiac herb (a 
drug of supposed magical property) which is a favourite of the gods. 
According to Hindu scriptures one attains birth among the gods for 
enjoying the fruits of one’s meritorious deeds. These include all 
enjoyments according to one’s inclination or longing. The Puranas 
recount a number of legends of the amours of the gods enjoying the 
fruits of their meritorious deeds. Therefore, it is not surprising that the 
herbal juice of soma which is potent in impregnation, should have been 
such a favourite of the gods enjoying the fruits of their meritorious 
deeds. Now, the readers should themselves consider as to which 
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of the five meanings mentioned above will be more appropriate and 
in accordance with the context for ‘uksa secana-samarthah'. Taking 
the contextual propriety into consideration, the meaning ‘a herb 
(uksa, i.e. soma juice) potent in impregnation’ will be the most 
appropriate and relevant. 

The meaning of 'tatah api adhika-vayah’ is ‘one exceeding in vayas 
than that’. The base of vayah is vayas. The meanings of the word 
vayas are given as under in Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English 
Dictionary, page 920, columns 2, 3 : 

(i) enjoyment, food, meal, oblation ; 

(ii) energy (both bodily and mental), strength, health, vigour, 
power, might ; 

(iii) vigorous age, youth, prime of life, any period of life, age. 

Accordingly, tatah api adhika-vayah will mean : 

(i) more enjoyable than that ; 

(ii) more energetic than that ; 

(iii) more invigorating than that. 

The meanings of rsabha as given by Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit- 
Eng'ish Dictionary have been cited already. In the section on plants 
and herbs in the Amarakosa 2.116 it is rendered as srngi tu rsabho 
vx$ah. The plant hngi is also called rsabha and vrsa. This plant 
hngi is ah aphrodisiac. 

If we take it as the flesh of the bovine rsabha (bull) here, then 
the meaning of ‘rsabhah tatah api adhika-vayah ’ will be ‘the bovine 
rsabha who is older in age than the uksa capable of impregnating 
the bovine species’. But the reality of the situation is that the vigorous 
age for impregnation is growing youth and not the advancing age 
(declining youth). So this meaning does not fit in the context. 

Taking the context into account rsabhah tatah api adhika-vayah 
^yill mean, ‘a medicine of astavarga called rsabha which is more 
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invigorating even than soma juice’. This medicine is often prescribed 
by Ayurvedic practitioners for frequent use by the rich to keep their 
sexual powers undiminished. The medicine of the astavarga is an 
aphrodisiac which increases semen. 

The prescription of beef is impossible, particularly because the 
bovine species is declared as inviolable in Vedas. There is no mention 
of meat in this section from its very first kandika among the items 
which ultimately result in the best, purest sattvika semen. And only 
the purest sattvika semen is required for begetting progeny proficient 
in the Vedas. Therefore, in the present passage uksa and rsabha can 
never signify the meat of animals, but they can only mean the fleshy 
part of pulp of pure medicinal fruits. 

In none of the dictionaries do we find that the word uksa means 
‘a stud-bull of younger age, potent in impregnation’ or that the word 
rsabha means ‘an older stud-bull potent in impregnation’. If we take 
that according to Jagadguru Adi-Ssankaracarya, both the words uksa 
and rsabha mean stud bulls potent in impregnation, and one of them 
be younger while the other be older, then the words uksa and rsabha 
taken collectively, will mean, a bull of any age potent in impregnation. 

If, in the mamsaudana, the meat of a bull of any age, potent in 
impregnation had been intended then in the original Upanisad the 
wording would have been govamsa auksena (bovine uksa) or govamsa 
arsabhena (bovine rsabha) and Jagadguru Adi-Sankaracarya, to make 
it clear beyond doubt that the meat of the stud-bull is intended, 
would aslo have written, secana-samarthah govamsa-pungavah tadiyam 
mams am'. 

Stud-bulls potent in impregnation are of a very high breed and 
also very rare. Their slaughter will never be desirable. Moreover, 
the original words in the text are auksena va arsabhena va, that is, 

either of an uksa or of a rsabha'. The use of the conjunctions ‘va. 

va i.e. ‘either.or’ itself indicates that uksa and rsabha are not the 

same, but distinctly different. Therefore, it is impossible that a highly 
learned personality like the Jagadguru Adi-Sahkaracarya would 
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interpret as a tautology the words ukja and rsabha signifying‘a stud-bull 
as long as it is potent in impregnation’, when the contradistinctive 

conjuction ‘va.va’ i.e. ‘either.or’ is used to contrast the words 

uksa and rsabha. It is certain that ‘uksa secana-samartha pungavah 
as used in the commentary of Jagadguru Adi-Sarckaracarya means an 
aphrodisiac drug, i.e. soma juice, and ‘tatah api adhika-vayah' means 
‘the drug rsabha of the astavarga, which is supposed to be more 
invigorating even than uksa i.e. soma juice". 
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WERE COWS SLAUGHTERED AT KING 
RANTIDEVA’S PLACE? 


In the booklet ‘Beef In Ancient India’ by Raja Rajendralala Mitra, it 
is stated on page iii of the‘Preface’ that according to the Mahabharata, 
2000 cows used to be slaughtered every day at King Rantideva’s place 
to entertain guests. In support of this assertion the following verse 
has been quoted from Vana-parva, Chapter 207. Actually this verse is 
not found in Chapter 207, but occurs in Chapter 208 of the 
Chitrashala edition and in Chapter 199 of the Bhandarkar Oriental 
Research Institute edition :— 

i. Hqt II 

In this verse, interpreting the word vadhyete as ‘used to be 
slaughtered’, it is being propagated that 2000 cows and 2000 animals 
used to be slaughtered every day in the kitchen of King Rantideva. 
According to Panini’s Sanskrit grammar, this cannot be the correct 
interpretation, which we will discuss later. 

Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Bombay, in their renowned publication 
‘The History and Culture of the Indian People’ whose General Editor 
is Shri R. C. Majumdar, M.A., Ph.D., F.R.A.S.B. has also stated in 
Vol. II, page 579 as follows 

“According to Mahabharata, a King called Rantideva killed 
every day two thousand cattle and two thousand kine in order 
to dole out meat to the people.” 

They have neither quoted nor given a reference to the Mahabharata 
in this respect. It appears that their ideas are also based on the above 
quoted verse. They must have also done so following in the foot-steps 
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of other persons without caring to study the full context, which is 
most unfair on the part of an institution like the Bharatiya Vidya 
Bhavan, whose publications carry weight with the general public. 

This verse, along with a few more, is not available in all the editions 
of the Mahabharata. Wherever this verse exists it is followed by 
another verse. The lines of this further verse read as follows : 

It means : “O superior among Dvijas ! King Rantideva earned 
unparalleled glory by serving guests with such meat,” 

Let us now consider the propriety of this verse. 

Incompatibility of Rantideva’s Glory by Animal-Slaughter 
while Propagating Ahimsa 

At this place in the Vana-parva of the Mahabharata, a Dharma- 
vyadha, while giving discourse to a Kausika Brahmana, discusses the 
merits of non-violence vis-a-vis violence. In the previous chapter he 
has preached non-violence as the greatest virtue in verse no. 74 of the 
Gita Press and Chitrashala edi ions and verse no. 69 of the Bhandarkar 
Institute edition. He has not quoted any historical incident as an 
example. 

Taking into consideration the previous context of the subject, 
no sane person will admit that after preaching non-violence as the 
supreme religion in the previous chapter, and praising non-violence 
and decrying violence in the chapter under discussion, any historical 
example of attainment of fame by any king by practising violence 
by way of killing 2000 innocent animals and 2000 innocent cows every 
day, could be quoted by the Dharma-vyadha. The assertion that 
two thousand innocent cows and two thousand other innocent animals 
were slaughtered at King Rantideva’s place, is entirely baseless. In the 
Mahabharata, there are several other testimonia which attest that this 
assertion has no foundation in fact, such as 
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(1) In Mahabharata, Anusasana-parva, Chapter 115, in verse 
63-67 of the Gita Press edition and verses 72-76 in the 
Chitrashala edition, names of various kings of ancient times 
are quoted, who were never addicted to any sort of meat-eating. 
Among them, the name of King Rantideva is also mentioned. 
These verses appear in Chapter 116 and are numbered 67 to 
70 in the Bhandarkar Institute edition. 

If Brahmanas would have been served beef and/or ordinary 
meat at King Rantideva’s place, then the king himself would 
have taken beef and/or meat as prasadam, in which case his 
name would not have found place among kings who never 
took meat. 

(2) Even if one insists that the text samdniSam dadato hyannum 

is correct, then too, considering the special virtues of King 
Rantideva, which will be described later, mamsam cannot 
mean the meat of an animal body. In the Satapatha Brahmana 
11.7.1.3 the word mamsa is equivalent to and carries the same 
meaning as paramannam — 1^5 5 q ZFBIB^—and 

paramannam according to the Sanskrit lexicon Amarakosa 
2.7.24 is payasam prepared with the admixture of milk, rice 
and sugar—tRBIH g I Thus it would mean that King 

Rantideva earned fame by entertaining Brahmanas with 
payasam and not with animal meat. 

(3) If 2009 cows are killed every day, then 7,20,000 cows would 
have been killed in a year. If this had continued year after 
year, then the cow progeny would have gradually vanished 
from the earth. As such, from the practical point of view also, 
this does not appear to be justified. 

(4) Again in the Mahabharata (Gita Press and Chitrashala 
editions), Drona-parva, Chapter 67, Narada is describing 
to King Srnjaya, the greatness of King Rantideva, wherein 
he has said that Rantideva made gifts to Brahmanas out of 
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his honest and just income in which thousands of ‘niska used 
to be given daily. There, a ‘ niska ’ is defined as equal to 
“1000 golden bulls and 100 cows as well as 108 gold coins with 
each bull”. 

(5) In the Mahabharata, Santi-parva, Chapter 262, verse 47 
in the Gita Press and Chitrashala editions and Chapter 
254, verse 45 in the Bhandarkar Institute edition, it is 
stated : 

IT5TT HTH OHT I 

iTt rj m II 

meaning thereby that in Sruti the cow is referred to as aghnyd 
‘not to be killed’ ; as such who can even think of killing 
a cow? He who kills a cow and/or a bull, commits a 
great sin. 

Let the readers consider, whether it is consistent or possible 
for such a pious king to get 2000 innocent animals and 2000 
innocent cows slaughtered in his kitchen for the entertainment of 
guests. 

As the cow is inviolable (not to be killed),and also in view of the 
foregoing facts about King Rantideva in the Mahabharata, no sensible 
person can believe the assertion of Raja Rajendralal Mitra in his 
English monograph : ‘Beef in Ancient India’ that two thousand 
innocent cows and two thousand other innocent animals were 
slaughtered to feed meat to guests. 

Many persons, either being themselves ignorant of the Sanskrit 
language or not willing to take pains to consult the quoted passage 
in its context in the original books, take it for granted that a passage 
quoted by a famous person and announced publicly and published 
in the press, must be correct beyond doubt. But the facts are 
not so. 
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Misleading Views expressed by Shri Mukandi Lai, formerly 
Deputy Speaker of the Legislative Assembly of United 
Provinces, and by Rahul Sankrityayan 

Recently, tendencious book ‘Cow Slaughter—Horns of a Dilemma’ 
has been published by Lalwani Publishing House, which is edited by one 
Shri A.B. Shah, who has been Professor of Mathematics & Statistics 
for about 20 years at the Universities of Poona and Bombay and who 
is at present Director of Programmes in India for the Congress of 
Cultural Freedom. It contains similar irrelevant material. In this 
book, an article ‘Cow—Cult in India’ has been published, which is 
written by one Shri Mukandi Lai, an Oxford Graduate and a Barrister- 
at-Law, who was Deputy Speaker of the U.P. Legislative Assembly 
during the British period in the years 1927-30. The shallowness of 
personal knowledge of Shri Mukandi Lai is clear from his statement 
on page 31, wherein he has stated that the great Vaisnava saint 
Vallabhacarya translated the Bhagavata Purana in Hindi. Shri 
Vallabhacarya has written his commentary on the Bhagavata Purana 
in Sanskrit, which is entitled ‘Subodhini’. In this essay propagating 
cow-slaughter in the ancient period, Shri Mukandi Lai has quoted 
freely from Shri Rahul Sankrityayan’s. Hindi book Volga se Ganga. 
He himself has not taken pains to consult the texts in the original. 
Let us discuss these quotations and also consider what Shri Rahul 
Sankrityayan has alleged. 

In a foot-note to page 228 of his book, Rahul Sankrityayan has 
quoted three lines of two verses from the Drona-parva, Chapter 67. 
The first sloka and the first-half of the second slokaread as follows : 

fiWcieT^rr srrarc. ii 

These lines have been interpreted by Shri Rahul Sankrityayan and 
have been accepted as correct by Shri Mukandi Lai, that two thousand 
cooks were employed in the kitchen of King Rantideva to cook beef. 
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The number of cooks in the Sanskrit text is 200 thousands ( dvi-iata- 
sahasra ) and not two thousand. From these interpretations one can 
fathom the knowledge of Shri Rahul Sankrityayan and Mukandi Lai 
as regards Sanskrit. ‘To cook beef’ is not mentioned in these lines 
anywhere. Rahul Sankrityayan has cleverly omitted the latter half 
of the second sloka reading : 

qtfsrmsRi srcrajnjatajjqi i 

All the four lines of the two verses quoted above are interpreted in 
the Gita Press edition as follows :— 

Narada, explaining to King Srnjaya who was miserable due to 
the death of his young son, said : 

“O Srnjaya, it is said that Sankrti’s son Rantideva also could 
not live for ever, though that great king used to employ two lakh 
cooks in his kitchen, who prepared nectar-like meals both unfried 
(consisting of dal, rice, etc.) and fried (poori, kachori, sweets, 
vegetables, etc.) for Brahmana guests and used to serve them day 
and night’. 

Later, two other lines of the same chapter reading as follows have 
been grossly misinterpreted by Rahul Sankrityayan : 

urn *r*rr grr n 

Shri Rahul Sankrityayan has changed the word masam meaning 
‘month’ to mdmsam meaning ‘meat’ and interpreted these as 
follows :— 

“The number of guests used to increase to such an extent that 
due to shortage of meat, the cooks had to request them to accept 
more quantity of soup.” 

The paraphrasing according to the correct text and its interpretation 
as given in the Gita Press edition are as follows : 
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“Sudah. (the cooks) sumxsta-manikundalah (wearing glittering 
and jewel-studded pendants) kr os anti sma (used to speak loudly) 
tatra there) (that) asnldhyam (you all eat) bhuyistham (as much 
as possible) supam (liquid preparations like dal, cury, etc.) yatha 
(a kind of which) nadya (has not been prepared) masam pura (since 
the last one month).” 

In the second line of the above quoted verse of the Mahabharata, 
Drona-parva 67.2, the phrase varannam amrto pamam means that the 
food served to Brahmanas was high class, and tasted like nectar. 
The word varannam literally meaning ‘supreme food’ is equivalent 
to the word paramannam. The Sanskrit dictionary Amarakosa 
2.7.74 says “ paramannam tu payasam (a preparation made by boiling 
rice in milk and then mixing sugar with it).” It has been discussed 
already. As such, the cows at King Rantideva’s kitchen could be 
present only for the supply of milk for making payasa and not to be 
slaughtered for beef. A slaughter-house, which is always so dirty, 
is never situated near a habitation and in no case near the kitchen 
or inside the kitchen. As such it is clear that in King Rantideva’s 
kitchen, neither cows nor other animals used to be slaughtered for 
serving beef or meat to the guests. 

The above episode in the Dronaparva is narrated by Vyasa-deva 
to console King Yudhisthira, when he was in grief after the death 
of his nephew Abhimanyu. This episode is said to have been 
narrated by Devarsi Narada to King Srnjaya long long ago, when 
the latter was very miserable due to the death of his son. The 
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona, considers this 
episode to be an interpolation! and it has not included this in its 
critical edition of the Mahabharata. 

■(■With the stanza commences the story of the sixteen Great Kings, which is 
found duplicate in the Dronaparva. The occasion in the Dronaparva, the death 
of Abhimanyu, would lead one to suppose that these sixteen stories must have been 
first told in the Dronaparva and subsequently repeated in the Santiparva. But 
the fact seems to have been otherwise. There are also some variations in the names 
of the kings and in the sequence of the stories, as can be seen at a glance. 

( Contd. to next page bottom .) 



Were cows Slaughtered at King Randdeva’s Place? 73 

This episode is said to have been narrated briefly in the Santiparva 
by Bhagavan Sri Krsna to King Yudhisthira, when he was in grief 
due to the destruction of practically his entire family. At this place 
(Santiparva, Chapter 29) verse 128 in both the Gita Press and 
Chitrashala editions, has a text identical with that of the above quoted 

verse ^B .BIB BB1 ^Tl” with the difference that the 

word masam in the last portion of the verse is mamsam in the Chitrashala 
edition while in the Gita Press edition it is bhojyam. The text of this 
verse with the word bhojyam is admitted by Rahul Sankrityayan as 
well (see his Hindi book Volga se Ganga, page 228, last line of the 
foot-note). The same verse appears in the edition of the Bhandarkar 
Oriental Research Institute in the Santiparva, Chapter 29, verse 120 
and there also the reading is mamsam, but it is stated that in manuscript 
no. 198 of the Bombay Government Collection 1891-95, the reading 
of this word in the Kashmirean recension is bhojyam. In the last part 

of the verse tatra smasuda. .the text mamsam is not relevant according 

to the principle of ahimsa paramo dharmah. As such, the reading 
of this word either as masam or as bhojyam is the only correct text. 
So the fame of King Rantideva can never rest on the daily slaughter 
of 2000 innocent animals and 2000 innocent cows, but this can be 
by rearing them and giving them away in gifts. 

True Facts of King Rantideva’s Glory as narrated in the 
Mahabharata 

In the Santiparva, the fame of King Rantideva is further sung 
in verse 7 of Chapter 292 in the Gita Press and Chitrashala editions 
and chapter 281 of the Bhandarkar Institute edition. There too, 
it is due to entertaining Rsis with fruits and tubers and not with meat. 
The text is as follows : 

(Continued from previous page ) 

“As far as the Drorcaparva list is concerned, since the Kashmir version omits 
the chapter altogether, it is obvious that there is a duplication from the Santiparva 
original, probably by one interested in glorifying the Bhrgus.’’ (Mahabharata, 
edition of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona, Vol. 13, Santiparva 
Rajadharma, page 649 of the critical notes on chapter 29). 
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fafe: HTHT JR[TcJT«TT I 

sr: 11 

In the Mahabharata Santiparva (Rajadharma) chapter 29, 
Bhagavan Sri Krsna narrates an episode to King Yudhisthira, grieved 
by the destruction of practically his entire family. Once upon a 
time this episode was narrated by Sage Narada to King Srnjaya who 
was in grief due to his son’s death. Herein a number of ancient kings 
have been mentioned, who were highly endowed with Dharma, 
knowledge ( jnana ), renunciation ( vairagya ) and affluence ( aisvarya ) 
and who by their noble deeds had earned a good name but they too 
could not live for ever. Among those noble deeds which earned them 
a good name, there is no mention of the killing of animals or cows, 
but on the other hand, gift of cows has been clearly specified. King 
Rantideva’s name is also quoted there. Instances of the gift of cows 
are as follows (the verse numbers indicated below are of the Gita 
Press and Chitrashala editions, followed by those of the Bhandarkar 
Institute edition) : 


SRT fTT^t tumfeilTH. I 

*TSIT II (34-35 ; 30) 


This verse mentions the gift of acroreof cows and bulls with gold 
chains around their necks accompanied by thousands of servicemen 
by King Brhadratha of the Anga country. 

cTTerefh sr^ nn h fsnf^snT?KTs^ i (42; 37 ) 

Gift of lakhs of cows by King Sibi in his yajna is prescribed in the 
above verse. 


STcf im ^Icm^TTftn I (115 ; 108 ) 

m: 11 ( 118 ; 111 ) 


In the above, lakhs of cows were donated by King Gaya. 
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True Facts of Rantideva’s Glory 

gwi gwi sfrtsnf^ci t fg 5 rr: 11 

g(3q>qq^TJr 5T *1^ II 

^TSTS **TT5*I^ fa^T^T 5J I 

*rr i 

3TT35hqfrT STcT *TR5 ^T?^nf^T 5T f^lf^f: II 

(124-127 ; 117-119) 

The above verses describe gifts by King Rantideva amounting 
to thousands of Niskas and thousands of cows. The word dlabhyanta 
in the above verses does not mean violence, but means touching for 
the purpose of giving away. 

In the whole of this chapter, several kings including King Rantideva 
are named, who earned fame and good name, but nowhere is it said 
that they did so by killing animals and/or cows. 

Throughout the world, at places where violence (killing of animals) 
is not considered a sinful practice, there is not a single instance, where 
one could have earned fame and good name by killing living beings. 
Fame and good name is earned by bravery in battle, which may include 
killing of opponents, or by killing of undesirable characters which 
becomes necessary for the protection of innocent persons from their 
clutches. No other type of killing of living beings can earn fame 
and good name. In the episode of King Rantideva, neither instance 
of bravery in war nor protection of the helpless from undesirables 
is narrated as such. Killing of 2000 innocent animals and 2000 
innocent cows cannot be the cause of his fame and good name, 
but this is possible by giving away cows as gifts, which is more 
logical. 
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At several places in the Mahabharata ‘ahimsa’ is praised and 
‘himsa’ is denounced (see quotations from the Mahabharata under 
the caption ‘Non-violence is Supreme in Religious Scriptures’). In 
Anusasanaparva, Chapters 114, 115 and 116 of Gita Press edition 
and 115, 116 and 117 of Bhandarkar Research Institute edition are 
full of superiority of ‘ Ahimsa '. Some verses therefrom are quoted 
below. The reference numbers of chapters and verses are from the 
Gita Press edition followed by the Bhandarkar Research Institute 
edition :— 

*t*jt q^mfwrr I 

*TqhRfaTfqvftq?& q^TRufsi qftsstf II 114.6 ; 115.6 
3 SHTci: 3*1 I 114.7 ; 115.6 

As the footprints of all other moving living-beings are engulfed in 
those of the elephant, even so all other religions are to be comprehended 
in ahimsa. 

arfi^TT q*n> *raFci*jTfi*TT q* riq: i 

q*JT Hcq «m: ERcTH II 115.23 ; 116.25 

Abstention from injury ( ahimsa ) is the highest religion ; it is again 
the highest penance ; it is also the highest truths from which all duties 
proceed. 

3ifib»T q^wt vmseisiTfisiT ^ ^ 1 

3t%tt q*q q*q crn 11 116 . 28 ; 117.37 

SlftsiT q*R> q* 75551^ I 

arfihiT q*rr fflsmfisTT q*q iprqji 116.29 ; 1 17.38 

Abstention from cruelty ( ahimsa ) is the highest religion. 

Abstention from cruelty is the highest self-control. 

Abstention from cruelty is the highest gift. 

Abstention from cruelty is the highest penance. 
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Abstention from cruelty is the highest yajna. 

Abstention from cruelty is the highest puissance. 

Abstention from cruelty is the highest friend. 

Abstention from cruelty is the highest happiness. 

err i 

II 116.30 ; 117.39 

Gifts made in all yajrias, ablutions performed in all sacred water, 
and the merits that one acquires from making all kinds of gifts 
mentioned in the scriptures—all these do not come up to abstention 
from cruelty (in point of the merit that attaches to it). 

In the Mahabharata, where ahimsa is so much praised, it would 
not have been possible to praise the glory of King Rantideva therein, 
had there been killing of cows or other animals at his place. 

Possible Reasons of Naming the River as Carmanvati 

On page 277 of his Hindi book Volga se Gafiga, Rahul Sankrityayan 
has stated that from the undried raw hide of 2000 cows, which used 
to be killed every day in the kitchen of King Rantideva and stored 
there, liquids oozed out, which became a river which was named 
‘Carmanvati’ due to its water being accumulated from the carma 
(hide) of the cows. In support he has quoted the following verse in 
the foot-note : 

fep^TclT *TT II 

The verse is from chapter 29 of the Santiparva of the Mahabharata, 
but the serial number of the verses differ in the editions of the Gita 
Press, Chitrashala and Bhandarkar Institute. We will discuss this 
verse and others appearing along with it. The whole context is quoted 
below. The serial numbers quoted against these verses are those 
given in the Gita Press edition ;— 
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qsqq: *=qq ci FrfsraZRIfT I 
JTTxaiTa?rr *f?rl|q \\\^\\ 

Animals from villages and forests used to come themselves* for the 
yajna of famous and magnanimous King Rantideva, who used to 
observe very strict vows. (122) 

qjkifi^cq^Tg, qq: i 

fq*9qT5TT *TT II WVi 

The water flowing from the wet carma took the shape of a big 
river, which became famous as Carmawatl (Chambal). (123) 

5tT§TTteq\ Zj(t fqtqjTq, q*fq sgq: 1 
g*q fqsq; jj¥q t fgaT: II^BII 

aTfnmqL i 

The king used to offer gold Niska to the Brahmanas in yajna. The 
Dvijas used to exclaim—“O Brahmana ! these Niskas are for you”, 
but no one used to come forward to accept them. When they offered 
a 1000 Niskas, then they could find people to accept them. (124, 
first half of 125). 

3T?qT^Tqfqq;*Tjr ^sqfqq^Tii q qg ll^MI 
qjT: qm: qrrr^Tfq Ftrrsq^q fq^iftfl q i 

5tf?5l^qtFq tftlKi: ll^tll 

For the yajna of wise king Rantideva, the utensils for offering oblation 
or for collection of materials—pots, plates, cauldrons, pans, vessels— 
were all made of gold. (125-126) 

^fpq^q^q qf rrfqqqs^ I 

3ITS¥qqi JflrT qtq: q fq*lfq: II \R$\\ 


*See footnote on page 79-80. 
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Possible Reasons of Naming the River as Carmanvati 

When a crowd of guests spent a night at the place of King Rantideva, 
the son of Sankrti, then 20,100 cows used to be gifted to them by 
touch. (127) 

cT3T FIT I 

^7 JjfaGSJTS'ftetf snsr *1*17 JTT ll^-SII 

The cooks, wearing polished and bright jewelled pendants, used to 
announce that all of you please eat liquid preparations (like dal, curry, 
etc.). The food prepared today is of very high order, the type of which 
has never been prepared before. 

From these verses, it is amply clear that there was no animal killing 
at King Rantideva’s place. If there would have been killing, then 
the animals would have never gone of their own accord to the yajna 
of King Rantideva, as stated in verse 122. 

In the Shrimad-Bhagavata Mahapurana VII. 15.10, it is stated : 

gcnfa i 

Seeing one proceeding to propitiate the Lord through sacrifices 
conducted with material substances, animals grow apprehensive lest 
the merciless fellow, who is ignorant of the truth of the spirit and is 
(therefore) given to the (mere) gratification of his self, will surely 
kill them. 

In the Ram-charit-manas of Gosvami Tulsidas also it is stated : 

fSpira I snw SlfspK II 

(Ayodhya-kanda, between doha 263 and 264) 

meaning that birds and animals go to the sages, while they run away 
on seeing a hunter who entices and kills them.* The idea of animals 

♦On page 56, lines 19-23 of Urdu book ‘Abbar-ul-Itkya’ (containing life histories 
of Muslim saints) which is translated from the Persian book 'Tayakirat-ul-aulia', 
an incident is narrated therein as follows:— ( Contd■ to next page bottom) 



80 


A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’ 


coming by themselves was only because of affection, that is to love 
and to be loved. The cattle might have been going to the yajfla to 
serve with their milk or for rendering similar other services. Then, 
gift by King Rantideva is also described. From this, it appears that 
King Rantideva used to donate them at the yajna. Before giving 
away as a gift, these animals must have been washed and bathed to 
make them clean, and they were beautified by decoration. The water 
used for washing their skin ( carma ) used to flow in quite a big quantity, 
which might have taken the shape of a river, which became famous as 
Carmanvatl (Chambal). 

The description as given by Rahul Sankrityayan indicates that 
cows used to be slaughtered in the kitchen, their beef cooked, the hides 
(carma) used to be stored there and the liquid dripping from these 
hides (carma) became a river. The first argument is that even beef 
eaters do not slaughter cows in the kitchen, neither do they store hide 
(carma) in the kitchen. Secondly, liquid dripping from the hides 
cannot be of such a huge quantity, which can take the shape of a river. 
As such, the impossible imagination of Rahul Sankrityayan cannot be 
accepted. Considering the context of the entire description, the only 
possibility is that the animals coming of their free will, before being 
gifted away, might have been washed and bathed and water flowing 
from washing the skin (carma) of living animals must have been taken 
the shape of a river, which might have been called ‘Carmanvatl’, 
This is more in keeping with the context. 

(Continued from previous page) 

“Hazrat Rabia Basri once went to a hill. Many animals gathered round her 
and started glancing at her with affection. At that time Hazrat Hasan Basri 
reached there. On seeing him all the animals ran away. Hazrat Hasan Basri 
enquired the reason of their flying away on seeing him and why they kept on 
staying near her. Hazrat Rabia questioned as to what diet had been taken by 
him. Reply came, ‘I took meat diet’. She explained that when he had taken 
meat diet, it was natural for those animals to get scared on seeing him and to 
run away.” 

This incident is also narrated on page 16 of the Hindi book Sufi-Sant-Charit, 1961, 
published by Sasta Sahitya Mandal, New Delhi. 

Such incidents clearly prove that the animals coming to the yajna of King 
Rantideva were doing so not for being slaughtered but for getting affection and 
fqp rendering services voluntarily. 
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Possible Reasons of Naming the River as Carmanvatl 

Shri Sudhir Kumar Gupta has edited the Meghaduta of the great 
poet Kalidasa, along with the commentary of Mallinatha and he has 
given a literal Hindi translation with detailed annotations. In his 
notes on the 49th stanza of Purva-megha, which relates to the fame 
of King Rantideva, he writes as follows which is translated below 
into English ; 

“In the Tandya-Brahmana 19.13.1 iffarq: gig: is explained 
as 31 {fa rft^rer: The word ‘Rantideva’ means 

W>i ^cJTHi or ‘°ne in whom the learned rejoice’, that 

is one who pleases scholars and hence is honoured by them. 
The word ranti occurs in this very sense in Yajur-Veda 22.19 (see 
Satapatha-Brahmana 13.1.6.2). Thus the surabhitanayalambha 
yajna, of the mighty king Rantideva who is honoured by the 
gods, is nothing else but the defence of his dominions. The river 
Carmanvatl symbolises his glory. Its very banks have evidenced 
the King’s munificence, love of learning, heroism, and devotion 
to the welfare of his people. The word carmanvatl is formed as 
carman -f vat i. According to the Unadi-kosa 4.115 (Rishi 
Dayanand’s commentary, Ajmer, Vikrama era 1989) the word 
carman means TSQfo “whereby one moves unto 

or attains glory that is carma". So, being denotative of the 
glory of Rantideva it is termed Carmanvatl. 

It can be interpreted in another way also. In the Taittirlya 
Brahmana 3.97.5 (SIM 3 ) surabhayah (qWJ:) is 

interpreted as pranah (Sf[oir: ). So 5fcT 

ZJWtD cram 3fTe5»I: (Slfa:, II?^) eRTTRI unfTT that is, 

‘that which retains an immense army of heroes’, or ‘one who 
is the vanquisher of powerful warriors’. This interpretation 
denotes the mighty valour of the great king Rantideva^—which is 
not at all impossible. 

Mr. Sadhuram has suggested another interpretation : the 
alambha yajna of agriculture, the daughter ( cRRIT ) of the earth 

6 
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( )• Affording due facilities and protection for the crops 

of different seasons is verily ‘the gomedha yajna or the agricultural 
culture of the land’. This is also a plausible suggestion. It is 
possible that the great king Rantideva had rendered the Chambal 
region into a highly fertile area lush with greenery, during his rule 
replete with yajnas.” 

In all the passages where King Rantideva is mentioned in literature, 
there is no contextual relevance of cow-slaughter. Those who have 
alleged it to be cow-slaughter, that is due either to their misunder¬ 
standing or to some ulterior motive. 

In Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary, two meanings 
of Carmanvatl are given as follows : 

(i) Name of a river flowing through Bundelkhand and merging 
in the Ganga ; modern name is Chambal. 

(ii) Musa Sapientum. This is the technical term for banana or 
plantain tree in Botany. Musa is a synonym of Arabic 
mauzah and Sanskrit mocha. 

The tract of land through which Chambal flows may have been 
covered with Musa Sapientum (banana trees) in ancient times and 
hence the river was named ‘Carmanvatl’. It is possible that the cows 
meant for donation by King Rantideva used to graze in that tract of 
land and hence the name of the river ‘Carmanvatl’ came to be associated 
with King Rantideva’s glory earned by donating cows. Be it as it 
may, this much is certain that the theory that the dripping of liquid 
from the hides of cows collected in King Rantideva’s kitchen caused 
a stream to flow from their carma (hide) which came to be known as 
Carmanvatl—is baseless, and neither liquid dripping from a collected 
heap of hides can form a stream which could make a river like Chambal. 
As such, association of the name of the river Carmanvatl with the 
glory of King Rantideva can not prove that cows used to be slaughtered 
in King Rantideva’s kitchen and their hides used to be stored there 
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Rantideva in Bhagavata Mahapurana 

and the liquid dripping from these hides caused a stream, which came 
to be known as ‘Carmanvatl’. 

If the whole episode is carefully studied from beginning to end, 
it will be found that there is no relevance of slaughter of cows, but of 
course there certainly is a propriety in giving them away in gift. 

Rantideva in the Bhagavata Mahapurana 

In the Bhagavata Mahapurana 9.21, the legend of King Rantideva 
is narrated. Its resume follows : 

King Rantideva was so generous that without caring for his own 
self and for his family, he used to offer every day to others whatever 
he had or used to get. Once it so happened that after remaining 
hungry for 48 days, he got some payasa (milk-rice preparation),pudding, 
etc. As soon as they sat for their meals, a Brahmana guest arrived, 
who appeared to King Rantideva as God incarnate. The King 
entertained him with due respect. When the Brahmana went away 
and the king and his family sat down at meals with the remaining food, 
a ^udra guest arrived. The king gave part of the food to that guest. 
When the ^udra guest went away, then another guest accompanied 
by a few dogs arrived and demanded food for his hungry dogs, and 
King Rantideva respectfully offered all the remaining food and 
honoured them as so many manifestations of God. Now only water 
was left with them which too would suffice only for one person. They 
were just on the verge of drinking that water after sharing it amongst 
themselves, when a thirsty candala arrived and beseeched for water. 
The king felt pity on him and offered the whole water to him and 
prayed to the Creator as follows : 

srrfa ii 
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I do not seek from the Lord the highest position attended with the 
eightfold Yogic power (Anima and so on) or even final beatitude 
(cessation of rebirth). Dwelling in their hearts (as the sufferer) I 
would (rather) undergo the suffering of all the embodied souls, so 
that (through such vicarious sufferings of mine) they may be relieved 
of misery. (Bhagavata 9.21.12). 

A person, who does not seek the kingdom of heaven, the highest 
position attended with the eightfold yogic power or even beatitude 
and who prays for vicariously suffering himself to relieve others of 
misery—how can such a person think of even causing harm to any 
living being, let alone the question of slaughtering innocent animals. 

As pointed out earlier, Mahabharata, Vanaparva, chapter 208 
deals with the subject of non-violence versus violence, and non-violence 
is established as a super virtue, and when no other historical example 
is quoted therein, it is incomprehensible how the episode of King 
Rantideva has been inserted there in a manner, which does not support 
the principle enunciated therein, but goes against it. In other words 
the principle established there is that non-violence is a super virtue 
and should be practised by all, violence is condemned as not worth 
to be practised. Hence the example of King Rantideva attaining 
high fame by slaughtering 2000 innocent animals and 2000 innocent 
cows every day in his kitchen for the entertainment of guests goes 
clearly against the context. As such it is more than certain that the 
verse referred to in the beginning of the article can never be 
authentic, and they are definitely interpolated. Some beef -eaters must 
have done so to misguide simple people. Santiparva, chapter 265, 
verse 9 supports this : 

11 (snfeiqq 

“Liquors, fish, mead, meat, spirits, rice cooked with sesamum (til) 
seeds—all these have been inserted into yajna by the wicked people. 
Vedas have not prescribed their use in yajna,” (Santiparva 265.9) 
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Correct Meaning of ‘vadhyete’ According to Grammar 

The meaning of the stanza cited by antagonists and quoted in the 
beginning of this study, should be considered in its due setting. The 
context preceding and succeeding in the same chapter as well as 
elsewhere in the Mahabharata makes it clear that they never intended 
to convey the slaughter of two thousand innocent animals and two 
thousand innocent cows. In both the verses relevant to it, the word 
vadhyete is used, which has been mistranslated as ‘were killed’ or 
‘used to be killed’ by the protagonists of cow-slaughter. In Sanskrit 
grammar, vadh ( tfSJ ) is not an independent root in the meaning of 
‘to kill’ ; to convey this, the root han (is used. This is further 
corroborated by the Uddyota commentary on Mahabhasya (2.4.42-43) 
and by Sabdendusekhara (3.1.133) nvul trcau (). The root 
han is substituted by vadh in certain cases. The rule according to 
Panini 2.4.42-43 reads : hano vadha lini luhi ca ( 5 ^) 3£T fc5f% ^ ). 
It means that the root han is substituted by vadha in the Benedictive 
(lih ) and also in the Aorist (luh ). There are two types of 
lih ()—the Potential Mood ( vidhi-lih ) and the Benedictive 

Mood ( asir-lih 3fI5Ttf55^ ). The root han is not substituted by vadha 
in both types of lih ( ), but only in the Benedictive, which is used 

for benediction or blessing. In Panini’s grammar, the aphorism 
substituting vadha is preceded by the aphorism ardhadhatuke ( 3 fPJUl^ ). 
This order of precedence in the Paninian technique means that vadha 
will be substituted for the root han only in ardhadhatuka ( ) 

which is a technical term for the perfect and benedictive. The 
substitution is not applicable to sdrvadhatuka ( ) or the entire 

verbal base. Thus, except these two, the Benedictive Mood and the 
Perfect Tense, nowhere is the root han replaced by vadha. The form 
vadhyete used in the Mahabharata pertains to neither of these two 
paradigms. In them the conjugated forms will be avadhit ( ) 

and vadhyat ( gezjRI). By no stretch of imagination can there be the 
form vadhyete in these two because vadhyete is a form of the Present 
Tense. In this tense han is never replaced by vadha. The forms of 
the Present run hanyate ( fpZJtf ), hanyete ( ) etc., as in na hanyate 

hanyamane sarire (^ ^TJct Bhagavad Gita 2.20) : here 
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the root han is used to convey the idea of killing. If vadha were 
substituted in the Present Tense, then the passage would have read : 
na vadhyate vadhyamane Sartre ( q qtTJcf 5lftt). But it is 

known to everyone that it is not so. So the word vadhyete, occuring 
in the two verses of the Rantideva episode of the Mahabharata, cannot 
be considered to be an instance of the root han meaning ‘to kill’. In 
Sanskrit grammar vadh in the sense of ‘to kill’ is not an independent 
root. As it cannot belong to the root han ‘to kill’, it is form of the 
root badha bandhane (qtj ) meaning ‘to tie, to bind’. In Sanskrit 
phonetics, b (*PPR) and v (qq;R), r (*<?r) and d (>S<UTC), r 
and / (c5^R) are undifferentiated. That is b ( 5 ) can be used instead 
of v (cf), v (q) for b ( g), r ( * ) for d{ ^), dQ$ ) for r (*), r (* ) for 
/ (55 ) and / («5)forr(*). The interchange of these letters is a 
common phenomenon. In tune with the considerations of Sanskrit 
grammar and also kepping in view the context, the correct meaning 
of vadhyete can only be “are tied”. 


The word ‘‘badhyate' is found in the chapter on marriage in 
Atharva-veda 14.1.26 and also in Rgveda 10.85.28 reading 

where it is clearly interpreted even by Europeans as ‘the husband 
is bound in bonds (of family life)’. 


As such, the verse of Mahabharata under consideration would 
really mean that two thousand cattle used to be kept near the 
kitchen by chaining to the peg, so that their products like milk may 
be available readily even at odd times for the guests. The idea of 
keeping other 2000 animals may be for utilising them for transport 
of materials needed in the reception of guests. 


Be it known that this verse is not found in all the editions of 
Mahabharata. As already explained, the Dharma-Vyadha while 
preaching to Kausika Brahmana on various subjects has not 
quoted any historical example. The dialogue between Dharma- 
Vyadha and Kausika Brahmana is spread over ten chapters in 
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Vana-parva in verses approximating the number of days in a year 
out of which about 20 verses recount the previous birth of Dharma- 
Vyadha and about three-quarters of a hundred relate to the querries 
by Kausika Brahmana. The balance of nearly 250 verses relates to 
the preaching by Dharma-Vyadha. Out of these, no historical 
example is quoted on any subject dealt with in the preaching. 
Quoting historical instances in preaching ahimsa (non-violence) is 
against the system of preaching by Dharma-Vyadha, particularly 
against the context of the subject as interpreted by the protagonists. 
Hence it is also not free from doubt, whether this verse is genuine 
or not. 


Rantideva in the Meghaduta of the great poet Kalidasa 

The great poet Kalidasa has also mentioned King Rantideva’s 
glory in the prior part (Purva-megha) in a stanza, which is numbered 
as 45 in some editions and 48 or 49 in others. The text with the 
resolution of sandhi and English translation based on Shri M. R. Kale 
is quoted below :— 

2 3 5 4 1 

7 9 8 6 

fetgrgrfi?: 'Tfftrrfw ip;RT*T: 

10 16 15 11 

strra^rr: anTSSwrsTH. RT*f*r*R 

18 17 14 13 12 

( 1. \3H^firai£3T ) When you have gone over some distance, 
( 2. 31 RIKJ ) after having waited on ( 3. t^nj 4. ) the God 

( 5. ) born of Sara reeds, ( 6. rjcfjRpf: ) your path being 

left ( 7. ) by the pairs of Siddhas ( 8. tflfojfvt: ) bearing lutes 

( in their hands ) ( 9. ) from fear of the drops of water, 
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( 10. ogic5Ft8Ii:) you do hang down ( and stop there ) ( 11. ) 

to do honour (12. ) to the glory (13. ) of Rantideva 

(14. qftuRTI^) sprung (15. 3flc5FH^) from ALAMBHA ( 16. gtfiRRZJT) 
of cows (dauthger of Surabhi) and ( 17. ijfq ) appearing on earth 
(18. ) in the form of a river. 

Mallinatha in his ‘Samjlvanl’ commentary on Meghaduta has 
interpreted the portion ‘‘gtfRcRJTl hf^lrTT^ 

as follows : 

qrT ^tit> 

STT ^RO^ftcaHs^T^rT II 


meaning thereby that : 

(rjt [) In ancient times (fts ) verily ( ) a certain ( ) 

river ( ) streamed out ( ) of blood trickling down 

() from the heaps of hide (WJsin?) collected together () 
in one place () in the alambha of cows (7I?fl ) 

by King Rantideva. ( ?11) It ( SfRSjraeT) became famous () 
as Carmanvati. 

The same portion has been commented upon by Madhava Shastri 
on page 18 of ‘Kavyasara-sangraha’ published by Sunderlal Jain, 
Punjab Sanskrit Pustakalaya, Lahore, 1929 as follows : 

UnfaqqqT—mq:, m^t sftgpjr, cicft arm—si^ft, 

gfq, 5* iraiq; i 

The literal English translation of above would be as follows : 

grfacrepir—mg: Cow ; ?TRTt their ; —sflffl^i sprinkling or 

spraying with' water ; rlrfl therefrom ; vSTT^TT—yijdi delivering ; 
qfi on earth ; q and ; ^teflJJoZjt—5315 in the form of a 

stream ; qftoicTT—$qpqt nrTT^T having been transformed ; 



Were Cows Slaughtered at King Rantideva’s Place 
Ratideva in Meghduta 

The running translation of the above would be as follows : 

Sprinkling or spraying of cows with water delivered on earth and 

which has been transformed in the form of a stream. 

Madhava Shastri has interpreted alambha to mean proksana that 
is sanctifying by means of water, which resulted in a stream. 
Sanctifying by sprinkling of water cannot result in a stream. The 
stream can only be possible if vast numbers of animals are sanctified 
by water spray bath. After such sanctifying he has also indicated 
killing of cows, which cannot be correct according to descriptions 
at several places in the Mahabharata and also according to their 
larger context, but so far the word alambha is concerned, he has 
not directly interepreted it to mean violence (see the caption 
“Meaning of Alabhyanta, Alambha etc.” in this chapter). Any 
sane person considering the episode without any prejudice would 
arrive at the only conclusion that according to the description of 
King Rantideva at several places in the Mahabharata and their 
respective contexts, violence by King Rantideva is not proved but 
gift of cows alone is proved which resulted in spreading his glory. 
(See the caption : ‘True facts of King Rantideva’s Glory as narrated 
in the Mahabharata’). 

Killing of cow progeny is prohibited by Hindus as well as Christian 
scriptures. Muslim religion also prohibits beef eating. (See the 
caption ‘Cow-slaughter—Hienous crime in Manusmrti’, ‘Cow-slaughter 
—Hienous crime in Christianity’ and ‘Prohibition of Beaf-eating in 
Islam under ‘Were Cow-slaughter, Meat-Sacrifice and Meat-eating 
Prevalent in the Vedic Age’ ?). Therefore, no sane person will agree 
that heinous acts like cow-killing can be the cause of earning glory 
for King Rantideva. As such, the words alabhyanta in the Mahabharata 
and Alambha in the Meghaduta of the great poet Kalidasa cannot 
mean violence. 

It is also worth noting that according to Mallinatha’s commentary, 
trickling of blood drops from the heap of hides resulted in a flow of a 
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river which is famous by the name Carmanvati. The basis of this 
appears to be a verse of the 29th Chapter of the Santiparva of the 
Mahabharata, which has been discussed earlier (see caption ‘Possible 
Reasons for Naming of the River as Carmanvati’). 

The readers may see that neither is there any mention of blood 
in the original text of the great poet Kalidasa nor is there any justifiable 
basis in support of this. Such views of Mallinatha about the 
formation of the Carmanvati river cannot be acceptable to any 
reasonable person. 

Meanings of ‘Alabhyanta’, ‘Alambha’. etc. 

In the Dhatupatha of Panini’s grammar, dulabhas praptau 
STlcfft) occurs as root number 975 in the first conjugation called 
‘bhvadi-gana’. Its conjugated form in the present tense third person 
singular is labhate ( o5»Ivf ). Panini’s grammar stands out pre-eminent 
amongst all treatises in the depth of its insight ; it supersedes all in 
importance and authoritativeness. According to this authentic work, 
the meaning of labhate () i s none except the sense of ‘obtaining’ 
(srra 3>^n). The science of grammar is vast—Slo^HTsi- 
As such, to find out whether there is any other meaning of the root 
‘ labh’, we looked into other references and found that ‘ labh’ also 
means that is urging, inciting, direction, command etc. 

This has been accepted by the Maitrayani-samhita, Sayana-bhasya, 
Candra-Vyakarana, Jainendra-Vyakarana, Kasakrtsna-Vyakarana, 
Katantra-Vyakarana, Sakatayana-Vyakarana and Hemacandra 
Vyakarana also. The Varanaseya Sanskrit University of Varanasi, which 
is considered the seat of Sanskrit learning in India, has published a 
Dhatupata-samiksa’. There too, we do not find the root ‘labh ’in the 
meaning of violence ‘ himsa ’ by any stretch. 

A Sanskrit scholar has stated :— 

“Some time before Panini, the root lambh had ceased to be used 
in its conjugated forms. Hence grammarians did not incorporate 
this root lambh in the Dhatupatha lists. The words derived from the 
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lambh were corelated to the root labh, and hence both the words 
alabha and alambha came to mean the same. In fact, the meanings 
of both the roots labh and lambh, as well as of their derivatives, are 
dilferent. The root labh has two meanings : (1) obtaining, and 
(2) touching. Likewise, the root lambh also has two meanings : 
(1) killing and (2) touching. The word alabha from the root labh 
and alambha from the root lambh are synonymic in the sense of 
‘touching’. So much is certain that alabha does not signify killing 
anywhere, and alambha does not mean ‘obtaining’. 

The scholar does not cite a scriptural or historical proof in support 
of the above. 

No dictionary gives the meaning of killing for lambh. In modem 
times no one has put in so much hard effort as European savants in 
Sanskrit studies and in researches into the semantics of Sanskrit words. 
Had any word carried the sense of killing, then it could not have 
escaped their researches, because an objective of European scholars 
was to bring out and propagate that Hindu scriptures enjoin killing 
( hithsa .) 

Even according to all the meanings of the prefix a found in the 
different dictionaries, the roots labh or lambh with this prefix, that is 
alabha or alambha, cannot signify ‘killing’. Inspite, lexicographers 
have also given the meaning of killing both for alabha and alambha, 
which can be possible only in a conventional meaning. These lexicons 
also give for both the words the following meanings : 

‘to obtain, touch, take hold of, etc.’ 

which have nothing to do with killing. By virtue of their etymology 
alabha and alambha do not carry any meaning of killing, and as lexicons 
have still accepted ‘killing’ as their meaning, and as in some passages 
we come across the meaning of ‘killing’, in such a situation wherever 
these words occur, they should be rendered in a ‘killing’ or ‘non-killing’ 
meaning only after due consideration of the context. 
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In Yajurveda 30.5, the word ‘alabW means ‘to obtain or receive’, 
such as : 


1. sn§Fi 3fIc5Hvt 

2. srara ancwft 

3. ^ griOTft 

4. smfa swra? sMBct 


For knowledge he obtains a 
knower (a wise man). 

For heroism he obtains a hero. 

For dance he obtains a suta. 

For dharma he receives a member 
of a religious congregation. 


In the Smrtris, Grhyasutras, and allied texts alambhana and alabhate 
mean ‘touching’ ; for example : 

(i) In the Subodhini commentary on ‘Mimamsa-darsana’ 2.3.17 
it is stated : 3TTc5Wt: ^qsff FSflh that is alambha is spar'sa 
‘touching’. 

(ii) In the duties of a Brahmacari— 

“the brahmacari should avoid looking at a woman or touching 
her.” (Manu 2.179). 

(iii) In the Upanayana ceremony— 

(atraifton) 

“the teacher touches the heart of the brahmacari’ 
(Paraskara-grhyasutra 2.2.16). 

(iv) In the marriage ceremony— 

sid srvsiT afreragt 
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“the bridegroom touches the heart of the bride with his hand 
over her right shoulder”. (Paraskar-grhyasutra 1.8.8) etc. etc. 

(v) The Bhagavata-Mahapurana 11.5.13 also clearly testifies that 
in yajna, pasu-alambhana does not convey the meaning of 
‘killing’ 

HTTITOS-ft qgfargSFT f^TT I 

“In yajna, the smelling of wine i s prescribed, not its drinking. 
In yajna, the touching of an animal is enjoined not its 
killing.” 

(vi) The word that is ‘touching’ is used for 5H gift as well. 
The great poet Kalidasa has Hi: 3>)f25T FlSfacTT in 

Raghuvamsa 2.49 where sparsayata ( FIsfaRTT) means danam 
( qtf)—gift’. 

It is customary even now a days that a donor has to touch the 
items of gift and then those items are passed on to the persons accepting 
those gifts. If the items or varieties of gifts are so many that it is net 
possible to touch them physically, then they are glanced over and thus 
touched by mere eye-sight. 

Chapter 29 of the Santiparva (Rajadharma) of the Mahabharata 
enumerates the names of kings who became famous by giving away 
cows in donation ; hence the context of the word alabhyanta in aiTBWRT 
5JcfTTra:of verse 127 of Gita Press and Chitrashala editions and verse 
119 of the edition of Bhandarkar Research Institute, Poona, can 
mean only ‘obtaining’ (SJlfa ) or ‘touching ( ) in relation to the 

donation of cows. Similarly the meaning of the word alambha in 
3tf?5RT5n of Purvamegha in the Meghaduta 

of the great poet Kalidasa also relates to the donation of cows ar.d 
not their killing. 
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Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra in his book ‘Beef in Ancient India’ 
and Pandurang Vaman Kane in his book ‘History of Dharmasastra’ 
Vol. II, Part I, Chapter 10 (Madhuparka and Other Usages) ; and 
Vol. II, Part II, Chapter 12 (Bhojana—Flesh-eating) have tried to 
prove that madhuparka contained meat and that too beef. Besides 
foreigners, a number of other Indian writers too have at times 
described and referred to it in their articles. Let us consider it. 

Madhuparka in the Vedas 

The famous Vedic scholar of modern times, the late Pandit Shripad 
Damodar Satavalekar writes in his Go-Jndm-Kosa, Ancient Period, 
Vedic section, Part I :— 

“Several people say that the rite of madhuparka is Vedic and meat 
is its essential ingredient. But the word madhuparka itself is not 
found in the Rgveda, Yajurveda and Samaveda ; it is also not 
found in the Brahmanas and Upanisads. It occurs only once in 
the Atharvaveda Samhita. This mantra is : 

*TOT mti: *roT I (Atharvaveda 10.3.21) 

“May I be blessed by the glory that dwells in the draught of soma 
and in madhuparka .” 

This is all that is found about madhuparka in all the four Samhitas 
of the Vedas. Therefore it is not possible to ascertain as to what 
should be the ingredients of madhuparka, and what not. But this is 
a fact that whosoever claim that meat is a necessary ingredient of 
madhuparka, their view point cannot be proved by the Vedic mantras. 
Beyond this, even in the Brahmanas and Upanisads, no text has any 
mention of madhuparka. Therefore it is impossible to prove by Vedic 
testimony that meat is necessary in the Vedic madhuparka. 
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Although the word madhuparka is not found in the Vedas anywhere 
else, yet the word madhupeya () occurs. This too can be taken 
as its synonym. This is a good, delicious i.e., sweet drink, as it appears 
from the following mantra of Rgveda 6.44.21 :— 




In the last quartet of this mantra we find the words ( Flig ). 

They mean ‘sweet drink madhupeya’. But this is not any independent 
drink, it is the soma juice itself, to indicate which, the word indu is 
there in this very mantra. Vrsa (<jqr) vrsabhah ( gqn: ) in this mantra 
signify an ‘ox’. 

Seeing these words, many seem to have conjectured the meat 
of an ox as an ingredient of madhupeya. But this mantra is in praise 
of god Indra and it means : ‘O, God Indra ! thou art the giver of 

strength to earth, heavens, rivers, moveable and immoveables, so come 
here at the time of drinking madhu .” Though Mr. Griffith has 
translated it into English as : “Though art the ‘bull’ of earth, the 
‘bull’ of heaven” ; the meaning here is not ‘the bull’ but ‘the giver of 
strength’,—this need not be explained to those who comprehend the 
meanings inherent in English words. If anyone insists that as the two 
words vrsa and madhupeya occur in this mantra, therefore meat of a 
bull is required in madhuparka, then his contention will not be credible 
because to thrust on the mantra a sense which is not therein—is not a 
learned person’s work. 

Following are the meanings of vrsa ( gq ), vrsabha ( gqH ) and 
vrsakarma () found in the Sanskrit-English Dictionary of 
Monier-Williams ;— 



96 


A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’ 


vrsa (gB[) — (i) A strong or a potent man ; 

(ii) The chief of the class or any thing the 
most excellent or prominent or best of its 
kind. 

vrsabha ( ) — Bull (in Veda, epithet of various gods, as 

of Indra), 

vrsakarma () — Doing manly deeds as Indra (Rgveda). 

Thus it is proved that there is no mention of madhuparka in the 
Vedas except in one passage in the Atharvaveda. Madhupeya is 
mentioned in the Rgveda. The ingredients of madhuparka are not 
specified anywhere in the Vedas. The name only indicates that it is 
something sweet. Therefore it cannot be proved from the Vedas that 
there is any possibility of any type of meat in madhuparka according 
to the Vedas. Let us now consider as to what are the ingredients of 
madhuparka according to the other texts. 

Ingredients of Madhuparka 

Madhuparka has been prescribed for special honoured guests 
who have come from far-off places. Wherever the ingredients of 
madhuparka have been described in the scriptures, nowhere has meat 
been included in them. Curd, ghee, milk, honey and candy-sugar 
are the main constituents of madhuparka. Some have not taken all 
of them but mentioned only a few of them. In some sources, parched 
barley powder ( sattu) has also been mentioned as one of the ingredients 
of madhuparka. 

Now let us see what are the ingredients of madhuparka in the various 
texts :— 

1. TANTRASARA (Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Varanasi, 
November 1938, Chapter I, page 53) : 

3TP5?i I 

“Wise men prescribe the mixture of ghee, curd and honey in 
madhuparka,” 
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The same has been quoted in Sabda-kalpadruma (Chowkhamba 
Sanskrit Series, Varanasi, 1961, Part III, page 599, column 2) 
while explaining the word madhuparka. 

2. At the same place in Sabda-kalpadruma in the meanings of 
madhuparka, the following has been quoted from the 
KALIKA-PURANA, chapter 7 

“Curd, ghee, milk, honey and candy-sugar—all these five 
constitute madhuparka which satisfies all the gods.” 

3. YAJNAVALKYA SAMHITA by Brahma (Smrti-sandarbha, 
first edition, part 4, page 2430, published by Mansukh Rai 
Mor, 5 Clive Row, Calcutta), chapter 8, stanza 202. 

suts^Tr* swig**?! 1 

JITOi ST fafTSTT c«TT SlcftgTjft II 

“The preparation with curd, honey and ghee in a bronze vessel 
is called madhuparka." 

4. A6VALAYANA-GRHYA-SOTRA 1.24.5,6 

USETTJfta, I 

“One should mix curd and honey, and ghee if honey is not 
available.” 

5. PARASKARA-GRHYA-SOTRA chapter on marriage, 1.3.5 

aTT^ffrr few TTSI qT^qgf^flt-TirraiTJl'W I 

After describing other items in the first line, the ingredients 
of madhuparka have been detailed in the second line : 

“Madhuparka is made of curd, honey and ghee in a bronze vessel 
covered with a^bronze lid, 

7 
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6. VARAHA-GRHYA-SCtRA 12.4 

^ffasiT sraffc aftq<rr?t i 

“The celebrant should come for worship with mixture of honey 
and curd in a bronze vessel or in a camasa vessel shaped like 
the pranlta covered with a big lid, along with the sipping water.” 

7. APASTAMBIYA-DHARMA-SUTRA 2.4.8.8, 9 

“Madhuparka should be prepared by mixing curd and honey 
or by mixing milk and honey, and if they are not available, water 
should be mixed with honey.” 

8. BAUDHAYNA-GRHYA-SUTRA 1.2.10—13 

In sutra 9, bringing of madhu has been described. In sutras 
10 to 13 the ingredients to be mixed with honey have been 
described as follows : 

«rr sr 

“if curd or milk is mixed with honey, it is called dvivrt 

err i 

“if the third ingredient ghee is added, it is called trivrt 

facrssrgsr m i 

“by mixing the second ingredient i.e. if firstly milk has been 
mixed then curd and if firstly curd has been mixed then by mixing 
milk, it is called caturvrt ( )” 
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anq: i 

“by mixing the fifth ingredient, i.e. water, it is called pankta 

() 

9. JAIMNIYA-GRHYA-SUTRA 1.19 

qqm qq*=q: i 

“Curd and honey are mixed in it. With curd it is called 
dadhimantha ( ) ; with water it is termed udamantha 

('35FF51 ) and with milk it is designated as payasya (qq^q)” 

10. HIRANYAKESI-GRHYA-SOTRA 1.12.10 

The text of Hiranyakesi-grhya-sutra was neither available with 
any book seller nor in any library. But its evidence was found in 
the German book : ‘Ritual Literatur Vedische Opfer und Zauber’ 
by Alfred Hillebrandt, published by Verlag von Karl. J. Trubner, 
Strassburg, in 1897. It is cited below in the original German, with an 
interhnear English word-for-word translation : 

Hierauf folgt die Darbietung des Spulwassers und des Madhuparka. 
Hereafter follows the offering of rinsing water and of Madhuparka. 

DieSer bestecht nach Hiranyakesi 1.12.10 aus drei 
These comprise according to Hiranyakesi 1.12.10 of three 

oder funf Bestandteilen, namelich dadhi, madhu, ghrta 

or five components, namely curd, honey, ghee which can be 

wozu noch apah und saktu's treten konnen 

mixed with water and saktus (flour of barley, parched in hot 

sand) 

According to Hiranyakesi 1.12.10—firstly water should be offered 
for washing and then madhuparka which contains three or five 
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ingredients—curd, honey and ghee ; to which water and groats of 
barley meal ( saktu ) can be added. 

11. Meanings of madhuparka in Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English 

Dictionary, page 780— 

(i) A mixture of honey ; 

(ii) An olfering of honey and milk ; 

(iii) A respectful offering to a guest, or to the bridegroom on his 
arrival at the door of the father of the bride, sometimes 
consisting of equal parts of curd, honey and clarified 
butter. 

At other places too wherever the ingredients of madhuparka have 
been detailed, what to talk of beef, there is not even the slightest 
indication of meat. When meat has nowhere been included in the 
ingredients of madhuparka, then how is it alleged that meat is essential 
in madhuparka or that there can be no madhuparka without meat. 
The most essential ingredient of madhuparka is honey, without which 
there can be no madhuparka. Only the Asvalayana-grhya-sutra 
prescribes that ghee can be taken if honey is not available, nowhere 
else such a prescription has been made ; though other ingredients in 
place of milk, curd or ghee have been prescribed. Apastambiya- 
dharma-sutra has even prescribed that if neither milk nor curd is 
available, then madhuparka can be prepared by mixing honey in water. 
It is not understandable as to how the Asvalayana-grhya-sutra has 
accepted madhuparka without honey when the name madhuparka 
itself indicates the essentiality of honey in it. There appears to be 
some transgression. It is probably due to a pressing occasion when 
some followers of Asvalayana must have ruled in a hurry that ghee 
could be mixed in place of honey when it is not available, to avoid 
inconvenience of waiting to the guest. From that very time onwards 
the followers of Asvalayana would have recognised the convention of 
mixing ghee in place of honey when it was not available. Whatever 
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f it be, meat is not mentioned anywhere in the ingredients of madhuparka, 
inspite of ransacking searches. 

The descriptions of the ingredients of madhuparka in the various 
| scriptures prove that there is not even an inkling of meat in madhuparka. 
So it is firmly proved that madhuparka contains no meat. Whichever 
passages are referred to as prescribing meat in madhuparka, such as : 

1. smmft JJVJTMrf I (Asvalayana-Grhya-Sutra 1.24.26) 

2. «T citeTOtsftssr: (Paraskara-Grhya-Sutra 1,3.29) 

3. ^ i 

snre (Manu 5.41) 

will be discussed later on. 

Impracticability of Beef in the Reception of a Guest with Madhuparka 

The rites of receiving an honourable guest with madhuparka have 
been detailed in the Asvalayana-grhya-sutra 1.24 and Paraskara- 
grhya-sutra 1.3. Only on the basis of these two grhya-sutras, people 
opine that meat (beef) is essential in madhuparka. Let us now consider 
the possibility of meat in madhuparka according to the rites described 
in them. 

The sequence of rites given in these grhya-sutras is as follows : 

1. Offering of a seat and its acceptance ; 

2. Offering of water for washing the feet ; 

3. Offering of arghya ( giEtj ) and its acceptance ; 

4. Offering of sipping water ( acamanlya ) and its acceptance ; 

5. Accepting madhuparka, mixing it with the thumb and third 
finger, sprinkling madhuparka in the four directions by these 
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very fingers, taking madhuparka thrice from its middle by 
these very fingers, and leaving the residue ; 

6. Cleaning the mouth by sipping water. 

The rites upto here are almost identical in the Asvalayana and 
Paraskara-grhya-sutras. Till this place there is no point for difference 
of opinion. Hereafter interpretations differ, which will be discussed 
separately according to both the grhya-sutras in the forthcoming 
sections. Here it will suffice to point out that there is no mention of 
meat in the ingredients of madhuparka, nor is meat mentioned till the 
completion of the rite by cleansing the mouth with sipping water. 
When a guest arrives, all the rites in the chain of his honoured reception 
by madhuparka are performed one after the other in a regular sequence 
and without interruption. There is no waiting for any length of time. 
Therefore, it does not seem possible that a cow could be slaughtered 
instantaneously, her meat taken out, be cooked, be mixed with 
madhuparka and then it could be served to the guest. It takes a long 
time to slaughter a cow, to extract her meat and then to cook it. It 
does not seem possible that an honoured guest was required to wait 
for such a long time. The followers of Asvalayana do not let an 
honourable guest wait even for honey and hence accept ghee in its 
place. 

Moreover, a guest cannot consume the entire meat of a cow. The 
quantity of madhuparka for the occasion can permit only a fraction of 
an ounce of meat in it. How can it be desirable to slaughter a cow 
for such a little quantity of meat ? Therefore, when a cow is brought 
after the guest has partaken of madhuparka and has cleansed his mouth 
by sipping water, her bringing in can be either for gifting her to the 
guest, or for offering instantaneously drawn milk to the guest for which 
he will not have to wait. 

Gift of a Cow in Madhuparka 

Some scriptures specifically prescribe that a cow should be gifted 
in madhuparka. 
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1. Aruna-smrti, chapter 1, (published by Mansukhrai Mor, 
5, Clive Row, Calcutta) : 

qsqqjfai *rr n \\% 11 

snqf$sraf?rfjr 3 gqs-rq m i 

q *n §3? *it §3: 11 u® II 

a:?iT: srq? faaft fagrra. qasaa: l 
*i *r qT^Ji qsmfnqfrrcn 11 \\6 11 

“As there is no effect of water on a lotus leaf, similarly sin does 
not effect a learned dwija who accepts a cow gifted at the time 
of a yajna, in a religious performance, on performing expiation 
rites, for offerings ( homa ), for regaining his lost health, in the rites 
of madhuparka, and on fulfilment of desire ( karma-siddhi ).” 

2. Manu-smrti 3.3 : 

cf HffTrT fqg: I 

sifcnJT cisq 3 TTsft 5 W^«*ro *T«n ll 

“Being justly applauded for his strict performance of his duty, 
and having received from his natural or spiritual father the sacred 
gift of the Vedas, let him on an elegant bed, decked with a garland 
of flowers, and let his father honour him before his nuptials with 
the present of a cow according to the Madhuparka rite.” (translated 
by Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra in ‘Beef in Ancient India’) 

Manu-smrti 3.119, 120 prescribes that ordained person who has 
finished his studies should be honoured by madhuparka and Manu-smrti 
3.3 prescribes that a cow should be gifted to such an ordained one ; 
and in the succeeding stanzas he has been permitted to marry an 
auspicious girl. It is clear from this that an ordained brahmacari 
should first be honoured with madhuparka along with an offer of a 
cow. Probably its reason is that one who has been physically weakened 
by the hard labours of studies and by performing the strict duties of a 
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brahmacari should increase his vigour and regain his health' by drinking 
cow’s milk before marriage so that he may be able to carry on with 
married life without adverse effect. 

3. The following sutras of the Apastamba-dharma-sutra 2.4.8 are 
also indicative of the offering or gifting of a cow : 

(i) ^Tv;srro: 

“One who studies the Vedas is eligible to a cow and 
madhuparka .” (5) 

“A teacher, priest, father-in-law, king—if they come once 
a year they should be offered a cow and madhuparka .” 

Immediately after these sutras follows the enumeration of the 
ingredients of madhuparka : 

qzft sit 33*3^11 

If the sense of a ‘cow’ would have been its beef, then it would have 
surely been included in the enumeration of ingredients. Evidently 
therefore, only the gifting of a cow is desired in these sutras. 

Historical Examples of the Gift of a Cow with Madhuparka 

Let us now look into the historical examples of madhuparka, 
wherein only the gift of a cow is mentioned and not serving its beef 
after immediate slaughter. 

Valmikiya Ramayana : 

(a) When Sri Rama went to Bharadvaja Muni, he (Bharadvaja 
Muni) gave a reception to Sri Rama by offering madhuparka and a 
cow in gift. 

erasT SJcSTT vftHri: | 

smfcOT eras ll 

(Ayodhya-kanda 54.17) 
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Historical Examples of Gift of a Cow 

meaning—Pious Bharadvaja Muni after hearing highly intellected 
Prince Sri Rama, offered him water for washing feet and hands and 
then offered arghya ( madhuparka) and also a cow in gift. 

f 

(b) On the arrival of Maharsi Agastya and others Lord Sri Rama 
also offered them madhuparka in reception along with a cow in gift. 

siTfTT^ imssTfs: i 

»rf ^ II 

(Uttara-kanda 1.13) 

meaning—On arrival of those great sages, Sri Rama Candra got up 
and stood before them with folded hands and then worshipped them 
with high esteem by offering water for washing their feet and hands 
and by offering arghya (madhuparka) and a cow in gift to each of 
them. 

Mahabharata : 

(a) When Sri Narada presented himself in the assembly of King 
Yudhisthira, the King received him with madhuparka rite and with the 
gift of a cow. 

Jit JTgtRT ^ ^ \ 

arehiTOTsr il 

(Sabha-parva 5.15) 

meaning—The king, conversant with religious observances & duties, 
worshipped them in the prescribed manner by offering water (for 
washing feet and hands), madhuparka and a cow in gift and pleased 
them by fulfilling all their desires. 

(b) When Lord Sri Krsna arrived in the assembly of Kauravas, 
a cow was gifted to Him in His reception by madhuparka rites : 

aw nt ^ i 

(Udyoga-parva 89.19)) 
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meaning—The priests of Dhrtarastra presented water, madhuparka 
and a high breed cow for the reception of Bhagavan Janardana. 

(c) When Lord Sri Krsna came to Duryodhana’s place, there 
too the gift of a cow with madhuparka is mentioned :— 

ITT 5rTC*j^R 51 5T*TT^ I 

TTTq 51 qfoq: II 

(Udyoga-parva 91.9,10) 

meaning—Kururaja (Duryodhana) offered water, madhuparka, cow 
and his palace and kingdom on the occasion. 

Srimad-Bhagavata Mahapurana: 

(a) When Akrura arrived in Braja, Lord Krsna received him with 
madhuparka rite and presented a cow in gift. 

ctcjI si qurann. i 

stshtsu qT^ il 

ITT ^rq-JU ssnfcWTfq: I 

3TFST qgipr foq sn^iftqT^I f^Ji II 

(Srimad-Bhagavata 10.38.38-39) 

meaning—Then, enquiring about his safe arrival and giving him an 
excellent seat, Balarama washed his feet with due ceremony and 
fetched (for him) an offering called madhuparka (consisting of honey, 
clarified butter and curds). Again, bestowing on the guest a cow 
and massaging him, weary as he was, the almighty Lord respectfully 
and with (great) reverence brought (for him) pure food endowed 
with manifold excellences. 

(b) When Kauravas honoured Balarama with madhuparka rite, 
there too, a cow was presented. 
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mr ^ cfcsromT: stftg: fsrem II 

(Srimad Bhagavata 10.68.19) 

meaning—They received Balarama with due honours and offered 
Him arghya and a cow ; and such of them as knew His greatness 
saluted Him with their heads (bent low). 

(c) When Sudama visited Dvaraka, the reception to him included 
the gift of a cow, even though reception by madhuparka rites is not 
clearly specified : 

spftqTqfofrm^T i 

3lf^TTSS%?I eTTS|5i JTt ^ II 

(Srimad Bhagavata 10.80.22) 

meaning—Having joyfully worshipped His friend with scented fumes 
and rows of lights, and offering him betel-leaf seasoned with catechu, 
lime, areca-nut parings and cloves etc. and a cow, the Lord greeted 
the Brahmana with sweet words. 

(d) On his arrival at the place of Bahulasva in Janakapura, when 
Lord Krsna was given a reception with madhuparka rite, gift of a 
cow is very explicit :— 

q?qm5qT*qrrq^qqq^qT - ssTq : hjq: II 

(Srimad Bhagavata 10.86.29) 

meaning—King Bahulasva sprinkled that all-purifying water on his 
head and on his relatives and worshipped the Lord as well as the 
divine sages by offering them sandal-paste, flowers, textiles, ornaments, 
scented fumes, lights, oblations of water, cow and oxen. 
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/ 

Brahma-vaivarta-purana, Sri Krsna Janma-khand : 

(a) On the arrival of Garg Muni at the name-giving ceremony at 


Nanda Bhavan, he was offered cow alongwith madhuparka. (13.10) 

qrer nt jrqqq; gr i 

(b) When Uddhava reached Vrndavana and came to the house 

of Nanda, then Yasoda and Rohini welcomed him with madhuparka 
alongwith the offering of a cow. (92.13) 

snsw sr ares m sr ^ i 

(c) When Garga went to Vasudeva, then he (Vasudeva) honoured 

him with madhuparka and the offering of a cow. (99.4) 

a^qq? aff cT*jt i 

qr«rr j^qaisq <jqraTam afasei: n ( 5 . 5 ..V) 


(d) When Lord Krsna went to the Great Sage Sandipani for 
studies, then the Sage honoured him with madhuparka and a cow. 

(102.4) 

sr ffi T cg^cS fT gfasfo; a gprr i 

a^qq* - aTSfRia aaT sreaqr acqit: tl (?o^.y) 

(e) King Bhismaka offered madhuparka and a cow in honour of 

Lord Krsna. (107.93) 

a gfffl STqff *T?vq II (?oV3.$3) 

Several similar examples can be found in the other Puranas. But 
there is not a single instance, wherein beef or any other kind of meat 
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is served with madhuparka. Even at present, the meat eaters will not 
accept in madhuparka the raw meat obtained by slaughter of any animal 
on the spot. 


Asvalayana-Grhya-Sutra 

Pandurang Vaman Kane in his book ‘History of Dharmasastra’ 
Vol. II, Part I, Chapter 10, page 543, lines 22-23 says—“the procedure 
of madhuparka is set out in the Asvalayana-grhya-sutra 1.24,” which is 
correct. In the ingredients of madhuparka it prescribes a mixture of 
curd and honey and if honey is not available then ghee can be mixed. 
This has been described before. There is no difference of opinion 
regarding the subsequent rites described and in their interpretation. 
After partaking of madhuparka and rinsing the mouth with sipping 
water, the subsequent rites are described by Panduranga Vaman Kane 
as follows on page 545, lines 3-8 : 

“When he has sipped water, they announce to him the cow. Having 
muttered the words ‘destroyed is my sin, my sin is destroyed’, he 
says ‘Om, do it’, if he desired to have the cow killed ; if he is desirous 
of letting her go, he mutters the verse (Rig. VIII, 101,15) the mother 
of Rudras and daughter of Vasus and says ‘let her go’,” 

The original sutras are : 

*TT II II 

& qTCHT & srfactTf || w || 

Its simple, straight-forward and word-to-word meaning is : 

“STT^fl^ra (When the mouth has been rinsed with sipping water) 
ITT (a cow is gifted), ff (my) qiCTq (sin) (is destroyed) 

(thus) \3lfqv5T (uttering) ^ (pronouncing Om) (thus he says) 
(do it) 4>rcfilEq^ (if he wants to get it done). 
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In the contents of Asvalayana-grhya-sutra with the commentary 
of Garga Narayana published in 1893 by Jivanand Vidyasagar, No. 2, 
Ramanath Mazumdar Street, Calcutta, the heading of this 23rd sutra 
has been given as anxRltS^RI which means ‘gift of cow 

after rinsing mouth with sipping water’, which has been interpreted by 
Pandurang Vaman Kane as ‘they announce to him the cow’. 

The meaning of the word kuruta ( ) in the 24th sutra has 

been taken by Pandurang Vaman Kane as ‘do it’ that is ‘perform 
the duty that should be done’ but it is not understandable wherefrom 
he has inserted later on ‘if he desires to have it killed’. When the 
madhuparka has been taken, the mouth has been purified with sipping 
water, and the cow has been announced for gift, then the reply comes : 
‘I accept it’ preceded by Om, the rite of gift be performed, and if it is 
not acceptable then the following sutra prescribes that the mantra of 
Rgveda VIII. 101.15 should be pronounced : 

HTi-rr srq*rrn —irhh 

“He mutters : ‘The mother of Rudras and the daughter of Vasus’ 
and says : ‘Let her go’ (to her place as I will not take her along). 
This mantra is also not suited to this context. We shall discuss 
it later. The sense ‘if he desires to have the cow killed’ is nowhere 
in the original sutra. It is understandable that the cow was gifted* 
after all the rites of welcome were effected i.e. offering of water 
for washing the feet, offering scented water for cleaning hands, 
offering and acceptance of madhuparka, and the purification of 
mouth with sipping water but it is hard even to imagine her 
slaughter. 

After it, Pandurang Vaman Kane writes on page 545, lines 8-9 : 
‘Let the madhuparka not be without flesh’, which seems to be the 
meaning of the last sutra of Asvalayana-grhya-sutra 1.24. 

irorNft srafa qsrfo IR«JI 

♦See the prescriptions of Scriptures regarding it under the heading ‘Gift 
pf A Cow in Madhuparka’, 
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Asvalayana Grhya-Sutra 

In the present day printed texts, this sutra is found which is 
interpreted by the supporters of meat-eaters as ‘ Madhuparka is not 
devoid of flesh’. The sandhi can be resolved in two ways, giving two 
interpretations : (1) Madhuparka is never devoid of flesh ; and 
(2) Madhuparka is never with flesh, which will be discussed in details 
later on. ‘ Madhuparka is never devoid of flesh’ is not relevant. 

In the madhuparka rite, curd and honey or curd and ghee have 
been prescribed as its ingredients and there is not even an inkling of 
flesh. After the rite of madhuparka has been completed, which means 
that after the mouth has been rinsed with sipping water taking 
madhuparka and if then the guest mutters Om and says ‘kill it’ and 
‘the madhuparka is not without flesh’—these things can neither be 
reconciled because of the sequence of their occurrence and nor are 
they correct as a matter of principle. If flesh would have been essential 
in madhuparka, then it would have been mentioned among the 
ingredients of madhuparka and the announcement of the offering of 
the cow would have been before the offering and acceptance of 
madhuparka and if the guest would have had a longing for madhuparka 
with flesh, he would have muttered Om and said ‘do (kill) it’ before 
accepting madhuparka. Then madhuparka would have been prepared, 
offered, accepted and the mouth rinsed with sipping water. Therefore, 
it is certain that the announcement of the offering of cow is only for 
gift and if the guest does not like to take along the cow, he can say 
‘let her go to her place, I will not take her’. It is impossible to fancy 
the presence of flesh in madhuparka, because when a guest who has 
already arrived at one’s door has to be honoured, there is not so much 
scope of time that a cow be slaughtered, her flesh extracted and then it be 
cooked. Therefore, the fancy that ‘Madhuparka is never without meat’ 
is entirely unjustfied and improper. It cannot be conceded that such a 
point would not have occurred to a jurist of the stature of Pandurang 
Vaman Kane (M.A., LL.M., Advocate). It is a different thing that he 
should knowingly close his eyes to it with some other end in view 
and that he should try to conceal it even from other people for the 
attainment of his objective, 
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Let us now consider Asvalayana-grhya-swtra 1.24.25 whch is 
incongruent and which we had promised to discuss later on : 

WcTT gffcIT IIVMI 

It means that the leaving or taking away of the cow may be permitted 

by uttering the mantra * mata rudramm .’. This is the Rgved 

mantra VIII. 101.15 and its full text is as follows : 

OTcfT gft[cTT er^t ^HTf^FqTfTTJTlJcT^ JTlfa: I 

n g srH srcro m itowtitt erRisj i< 

Its word-to-word meaning is : 

^SFlf BRIT (mother of the brave Maruts who make the enemies 
wail), (the daughter of Vasus), snfceSFii ^71 (sister 

of the sons of Aditi) and (the focal point of ambrosia 

is the cow, therefore) vjpfUI (to the wise man) sj cfpa g 

(I announce) tri (do not kill) scttit 3?f§rf^T RT (the innocent 
and inviolable cow). Here aditi has double meaning—one which 
has been given above and the other i.e., one who 

produces consumables like milk, curd, butter ghee etc. Both the 
meanings are appropriate and acceptable. Bt HT (do not 

kill the cow—this is injunction of the Veda contained in this mantra. 
(See Ga-jnana-kosa, Ancient Section, Vedic Age, Part I, page 3 
edited by Pt. Shripad Damodar Satavalekar). 

How impossible a conjecture it is and in tot^ contradiction to 
the injunction of the above Vedic mantra that after the completion 
of the rites of madhuparka, the guest by muttering the sacred Om 
should say : do it (kill it) if he (the honoured guest, who has been 
offered madhuparka and who has completed the madhuparka ceremony), 
desires to have the cow killed. Then imagine how improbable it is 
to mention that BIRR!) B^ftl (the madhuparka is never without 

meat) when the madhuparka rites have been completed without meat. 

Besides the above reasons, another point deserves consideration, 
i.e., when the madhuparka rites have been completed, is it desirable 
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to feed uncooked meat of an instantaneously slaughtered cow to the 
guest ? Even if it is accepted that the cow is killed then and there 
and that uncooked flesh is served, then has it to be enquired from an 
honoured guest whether he will eat a certain thing or not ? Whatever 
is the best, is put before an honoured guest and it is up to him to 
accept it if he so desires or to leave it if he does not relish it. 

Furthermore, even at present, people who take meat, never like 
the heinous act of slaughtering an animal in their presence. Slaughtering 
is done only where they cannot witness it and thence meat comes for 
the consumption of these meat-eating people belonging to a civilised 
society. Then how can one imagine something contradictory to this 
generality and that too about the great saints and sages dwelling in 
the forests ? 

Therefore, if the meaning of Asvalayana-grhya-sutra 1.24..26 
rigq^T HZlfeT be taken as ‘there is no madhuparka without 
animal flesh’, then it will be contrary to the context and because of 
its being unsuitable, it can never be relevant to the sense. Therefore, 
it wll have to be accepted as an interpolation. Other interpretations 
of this sfltra are given below :— 

1. In the sandhi of can also be 

resolved as By resolution in this manner, the prefix 

311 in 3fWTCTl may be taken in the following sense according to 
Amarakosa 3.3.239 : 

*ft*Tl«f aigjflnvt I Its breaking of words is 
311^ fqg. 31«r 3lfao*Jlsfl *ft*TT-31«f I It means that the 

prefix am is used in the senses of little, pervading, limitation 
and addition to the root. 

The meaning of sUBfat of will be ‘pervaded 

with flesh’ and its sense comes to ‘containing flesh’ only. The 
whole sutra will mean rigqqff 3)mwt ^ ‘madhuparka is not 

pervaded with—not containing i.e., devoid of flesh’. 

' 8 
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This clarifies and removes any misapprehension that the cow 
was brought for killing. So it is explicitly pointed out that 
madhuparka is never with meat. The bringing in of the cow is 
not for slaughter, but for offering or gifting away. If the guest 
desires to take away the gifted cow he says ‘Om, do it’ and if 
he does not want to take her away, he says ‘let her go’. 

2. Pandit Dinanath Sastri, in his book ‘Sanatana-Dharmalok’ Vol. 6, 

pages 337-338, has interpreted the word mamsa ( ) in relation 

to madhuparka as under : 

“The above-stated ingredients of madhuparka should be (FTO55) 
i.e. rich in fats, nourishing and should not be devoid of substance. 
To the word mamsa (Jtfcl), has been suffixed in accordance 
with gift gnfsFzffjer ( Astadhyayi 5.2.127 ) in the sense of ‘with, 
together’ and it gives the meaning of ‘rich in fats’. 

This meaning is also relevant to the present context. In practice 
it means that the milk and curd used in madhuparka should not 
be that from which butter or cream has been extracted. Milk 
or curd from which butter, cream has been extracted will neither 
be rich in fats, nor delicious and tasty, nor well nourishing, rather 
it will be devoid of substance. Only good things should be used 
for an honoured guest and not things devoid of substance. 

3. Pandit Madhavacharya Sastri has interpreted the word mamsa 
( *li?T) on page 39 of the ‘Removal of Doubts’ Number (3T?T 

gp?) of his monthly magazine ‘Lokalok’ (published by 
Madhava Pustakalaya, Dharmadham, Kamla Nagar, Delhi-7). 
There he says that in the context of madhuparka, mamsa ( RM ) 
means the fleshy part of fruits, kernels of dry fruits like almonds 
etc., fresh newly milked warm milk, or substantial milkproducts 
thickened by boiling and sweetened like ffitzjT, ftlWd etc. This 
meaning is also not irrelevant as it is not contradictory to principles. 
Incongruence, if any, is that fruits, etc. are not mentioned anywhere 
in the ingredients of madhuparka, but curd and milk do figure 
among the ingredients and newly-milked fresh warm milk of a 
GQW is desirable to remove the fatigue of the honoured guest, 
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These discussions make it clear that there is no place even for 
any surmise of animal-flesh in madhuparka. 

Paraskara-Grhya-Sutra 

In continuance of the aforesaid description of the rites, the cow 
is mentioned only after madhuparka has been taken and the mouth 
has been purified with sipping water. Mention of a cow after the 
madhuparka has been taken, clearly indicates that there is no possibility 
of beef in madhuparka. 

Mr. E. W. Hopkins writes about madhuparka in the “Cambridge 
History of India” Vol. 1 Chapter 10, page 208 (second edition, 1962, 
published by S. Chand & Co., Delhi) :— 

“But it is an old rite of hospitality to kill a cow f or a guest and as 
a matter of form, each honoured guest is actually offered a cow.” 

Mr. E. W. Hopkins further continues :— 

“The host says to the guest, holding the knife ready to slay the 
cow that he has the cow for him but the guest is directed to say— 
“Mother of Rudras, daughter of Vasus, sister of Adityas, Navel 
of immortality (is she), do not kill the guiltless cow ; she is (earth 
itself), Aditi the goddess.” I speak to them that understand. 
He adds, “My sin has been killed and that of so and so, let her go 
and eat grass.” But if he really wants to have her eaten, he says, 
“I kill my sin and the sin of so and so, (in killing her)”, and though 
in many cases, the offer of the cow is thus plainly a formal piece of 
etiquette, yet the offering to the guest was not complete without 
flesh of some sort ; and it is clear from the formulas, any of the 
worthiest guests might demand cow’s death.” 

Such a statement seems to be based on Paraskara-grhya-sutra 1.3.26 
which reads : 

3TT5TTSrft^n , q' STT^TOT^Tq 1 fa: SIT^ II 

It means that after the guest has taken madhuparka and rinsed 
his mouth with sipping water, holding the sasa (5TT?T) the host says 
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thrice : ‘this cow is (for you)’. There is no such word in the original 
text which refers to killing or slaughtering. It seems that Mr. E. W. 
Hopkins has taken the meaning of 51TH 3t'^TO as ‘holding the knife 
ready to slay the cow’. 

In Yajnavalkyasamhita as told by Brahma 8.212 (Smrti-Sandarbha, 
part 4, published by Mansukh Rai Mor, 5-Clive Row, Calcutta, first 
edition) the meaning of sasa ( ) has been given 51RW151U 

5IT*i51RH ^59^ i.e. after cleaning the mouth with sipping water, the 
meaning of holding a sasa ( ) is “to control with a sasa ( 5TW )”. 

The meaning of the word 5iitj is to control by the use of some 
object. Here a cow is brought for a guest who has just arrived and 
this cow is intended only to be gifted (see the heading ‘Gift of a Cow 
in Madhuparka'). The nature of a cow is that she does not easily 
go to the house of a new owner from that of her previous owner. 
Even nowadays it is seen that if a cow is sent to a new place then she 
returns to the place of her old owner at the end of the day while 
returning after grazing in the forest and it is only with some efforts, 
that she gets accustomed to and intimate with new owner. In such 
efforts one may sometimes have to control the cow by the fear of a 
stick or a rod. Likewise it has been said that a stick or a rod should 
be held in one’s hand to keep the cow under control so that she does 
not back at going with a new guest. It is not said here that one should 
hold a knife in hand to kill the cow. It is not understandable as to 
wherefrom Mr. E. W. Hopkins has brought the meaning ‘holding the 
knife ready to slay the cow’ when in the original text there is no 
indication of slaying or slaughtering. 

In Monier 'Williams’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary the meanings 
of the root sas ( 5IRT ) have been given as under : 

to chastise ; to correct ; to censure ; to punish ; 

to restrain ; to control ; to rule ; to govern ; 

to administer the law ; to command ; to direct ; to bid ; 

t<? order ; to teach, etc. 
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The verbal noun from the root Ms ( 51 m ) has the form 5TO in the 
accusative singular which means ‘to an object of controlling’. 
With reference to one whom the Government has sentenced to death, 
the meaning of the word 5TT?t can be taken as a knife or a sword, 
but here the meaning ‘knife’ or ‘sword’ does not fit-in. 

The meaning of Paraskara-grhya-sutra 1.3: 

HcTTtT I JTTrTT f %cTT fnfa: I 

qrcm?T ’rarafcr irsii sro srrg«i ^ aicm 

53 ^ iRdii * c%?iTJTra>ssh ^Tg^ll 

is almost the same as that of Asvalayana-grhya-sutra 1.24 : 

ft TTCJII ijtcht ft ?f?T ^fac^Tf I Rtf II 

OTcTT ^Turt gft^T ^gsrrfftfo ^fqc^c^gcgc^^qg irmi 
nvrm jqerfa ir^ii 

'O 

which has already been considered under the heading ‘Asvalayana- 
grhya-sutra’. Only the 28th sutra is slightly different, whose 
simple and straight-forward meaning is given hereunder for the 
information of our readers, wherein the mention of ‘leaving the cow 
for grazing’ also proves that the cow was meant for gifting. The 
meaning of 28th sutra is : 

( 3UJ zjfe;) If _( \3fcH3iSlT) he desires to leave her ( ajTTff ) he 
should say—( rw ^ ) mine and ( gpjczj x|) his i.e. host’s qiCTp 
sin ( 5 ^: ) has ended, ( aflg ) yes, leave her, ( gojifa grg ) 

let her graze. 

The meaning of ) the 29th sutra of the 

Paraskara-grhya-sutra can be taken in two ways like that of 

^inmt 

(1) a g ^ ars*i: 

(2) ^ g ^ 
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The meaning in the first case is : ‘Madhuparka (gjtzt:) is 
never devoid of flesh (3OTRT:)\ while in the second case the 
meaning is : ‘Madhuparka ( 31EJT) never contains flesh ( 3IBW )’• 
The coherence and incoherence of both these renderings together 
with the meaning of mamsa (fjw) as fleshy fruit have been 
discussed under Asvalayana-grhya-sutra. 

Vasistha-Dharma-Sutra, Sankhayana-Grhya-Sutra 

Pandurang Vaman Kane writes in his ‘History of Dharmasastra’, 
Vol. 2, Part II, Chapter 22, ‘Bhojana and Flesh-eating’, on page 778, 
lines 22-24 : 

“Manu (V. 27-44) at first contains a permission to kill animals 
only in Madhuparka, in sacrifice (yajna ) and in rites for gods and 
manes and on no other occasion. This is same as Vasistha IV.6 : 
Visnu-dharma-sutra 51.64, Jsankhayana-grhya-sutra II. 16.1, 
(^ankhayana-grhya-sutra reads for 

In the extant Manusmrti, meat in madhuparka has been mentioned 
only in 5.41 which has been considered under the heading 
“Manu-smrti. ’’The very same text is also found in the extant Vasistha- 
dharma-sutra (Vasistha-dharmasastra or Vasistha-smrti) 4.6 and in 
isankhayana-grhya-sutra 2.16.1 : 

o 

am ^ TO fir^TSTFsi^qsraTfJig: II 

It has not been separately and specifically prescribed in the 
Vasistha-dharma-sutra or the Sankhayan-grhya-sutra that animal- 
slaughter is permitted in madhuparka, yajna and rites of the manes 
and gods and nowehere else ; but it has been quoted in passing as an 
opinion of Manu. 

As has been proved under the heading ‘Manu-smrti’, the above- 
mentioned stanza cannot be that of the Manu-smrti 5.41. Moreover 
an independent prescription of this intent is found nowhere else in 
the Manu-smrti. Therefore, it is also proved that the citing of 
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f 

such a stanza from the Vasistha-dharma-sutra or Sankhayana- 
grhya-sutra or from another scriptural text by Pandurang Vaman 
Kane is not genuine but imaginary and spurious, specially 
when such a specific prescription is not available elsewhere in the 
Manu-smrti. 

In the fourth chapter of the Vasistha-dharma-sutra, the seventh 
stanza after the sixth one reads : 

sri^rr sufamt %tt i 

!T =3 sufalTO: II 

This stanza tallies with Manu-smrti 5.48 ; only the fourth quartet 
differs. Here it is ^T^TRIlfr qtfl qy: which means that ‘violence in 
a yajna is considered non-violence’, while the Manu-smrti reads 
dWRliB which means ‘therefore, one should avoid meat’. 

The text of this stanza of the Manu-smrti is valid by virtue of its being 
in conformity with the Vedas ; and the reading of Vasistha-dharma- 
sutra is invalid being against the Vedas. 

Baudhayana-Grhya-Sutra 

Pandurang Vaman Kane, in his book ‘History of Dharma-sastra’, 
Vol. 2 Part I, chapter 10, Madhuparka & other Usages’ page 545, 
lines 32-37, writes :— 

“The Baudhayana-grhya-sutra says (1.2.51-54) that when the cow 
is let off, the flesh of a goat or ram maybe offered, or some forest flesh 
(of a deer etc.) may be offered, as there can be no madhupakra without 
flesh or if one is unable to offer flesh, one may cook ground grain.” 

The original reading of these Sutras is as under :— 

ETTSS^Uf ll'l^ll ST Iflvtll 

* irv^ii iwjii 
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According to the Baudhayana-grhya-sutra, honey, curd, milk, ghee 
and water—only these five are the ingredients of madhuparka. It 
has been discussed already that meat has not been mentioned in 
the ingredients of madhuparka, neither there is any scope for serving 
meat after slaughtering an animal within the time for the rites of 
welcoming a guest (it takes even more time in bringing the meat of a 
wild animal, like deer etc. after hunting it), and nor is meat desirable 
according to the principle. Therefore, the contention that madhuparka 
is not without meat is incorrect and unfounded. If there can be no 
madhuparka without meat, then why a prescription of offering ‘cooked 
ground grain’ ? This affirms that the contention that ‘ madhuparka 
cannot be without meat’ is not true. 

Mana va-Grhy a- Sutra 

Pandurang Vaman Kane, in his ‘History of Dharma-sastra’ Vol. 2, 
part I, chapter 10, ‘Madhuparka & other Usages’, page 545, lines 
28-31, writes : 

“Manava-grhya-sutra 19.2.2 says that the Veda declares that the 
Madhuparka must not be without flesh and so it recommends that 
if the cow is let loose, goat’s meat or Payasa (rice cooked in milk) 
may be offered.” 

The original sutra reads :— 

sit smrrcrt roqqrf srfa: ll 

Shri Bhimsen Sharma, editor of the monthly ‘Brahmana-sarvasva’ 
(published by Satyavrata Sharma Dvivedi, printed by Veda Prakasha 
Press, available from Sanatana Dharma Pustakalaya, Etawah, pages 
19-20) has translated it into Hindi, which can be rendered into English 
as follows : 

“One should offer madhuparka with milk-rice pudding (payasa) 
which is symbolic of cattle ; as milk is a part or product of cattle, 
they are casually present therein. It is written in Sruti that 
madhuparka is not without meat, so when milk-rice pudding has 
been prepared and milk being part of cattle, words of the Sruti 
are fulfilled.” 


121 


is Beef Possible in Madhuparka ? 

Manu-Smrti 

Under the heading ‘ Madhuparka in the Vedas’ on page 94 it has 
already been pointed out that according to Pandit Shripad Damodar 
Satavalekar even the word madhuparka is not found in the Vedas. 
The author or commentator of Manava-grhya-sutra has not quoted 
any Vedic mantra ; therefore, it is not a fact that the Vedas mention 
that there is no madhuparka without meat. If mamsa (rti^ ) is inter¬ 
preted to be a pudding (qpj^T ) prepared by admixing milk obtained 
from cattle and rice, then this will not be acceptable to the propagators 
of meat and if they accept it then we have no objection because it 
involves no violence. Even in the Satapatha Brahmana 11.7.1.3 meat 
(mamsa) has been termed paramanna q^TFB—( qcfg 5 § 

ar >d according to Amarakosa 2.7.24 paramanna is a 

synonym of payasa qTZR? or a pudding of milk and rice with sugar 
added to it (q^BF^t g qi 2 j*p^ ). But it takes time in preparing a milk- 
rice pudding (payasa). Such a scope of time does not exist in the 
madhuparka rites; and therefore, it seems more appropriate that instead 
of milk-rice pudding ( payasa ) fresh warm milk was served. In the 
original text of the Manava-grhya-sutra, there is no mention of the 
meatofahe-goat as alleged by Pandurang Vaman Kane, and wherefrom 
he has got this he alone knows. 

Manu-Smrti 

On page 6 of his afore-mentioned ‘Beef in Ancient India’ Raja 
Rajendra Lala Mitra mentions : 

“Being justly applauded for his strict performance of his duty, 
and having received from his natural or spiritual father the sacred 
gift of the Vedas, let him on an elegant bed, decked with a garland 
of flowers, and let his father honour him, before his nuptials, with 
the present of a cow, according to the madhuparka rite.” 

There is no difference of opinion here. Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra 
writes further : 

“In a subsequent passage (Manu III.119-120) he (Manu) 
recommends the madhuparka or the ‘honeyed meal’ with 
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beef for the reception of kings and other great dignitaries.’ ’ 
The stanzas of Manu-smrti (3.119-120) read : 



*r*q^r q cqqsr ffa feqfa; u 

In the above first stanza it has been said that a king, priest, graduate 
teacher, son-in-law, father-in-law and maternal uncle should be 
honoured by madhuparka if they come once a year. In the second 
stanza it has been said that a king and a scholar of Vedas should be 
honoured by madhuparka whenever they are present at the performance 
of yajna. In both these stanzas honouring by madhuparka has been 
mentioned, but there is no inkling of beef anywhere in them. We 
are at a loss to understand wherefrom Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra or 
others, whosoever they may be, scent beef in these stanza while citing 
them. 

On page 29 of the same book, Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra writes : 

“Asvalayana emphatically ordains that no Madhuparka should 
be celebrated without flesh.” 

This has already been discussed at length under the heading 
‘Ingredients of Madhuparka’, ‘Practicability of Beef in Reception of 
Guest with Madhuparka’ and ‘Asvalayana-grhya-sutra’. 

Pandurang Vaman Kane writes in his ‘History of Dharma-sastra’, 
Vol. 2, Part 2, Chapter 22 ‘Bhojana and Flesh-eating’ : 

“Manu (V.41) contains a permission to kill animals only in 
madhuparka and in sacrifice (yajrla ) and rites for gods and manes 
and no other occasions.” 

The text of the above-mentioned stanza in the Manu-smrti editions 
available now-a-days reads 


Is Beef Possible in Madhuparka ? 123 

Manu-smrti 

*rqq^ g qt ^ I 

3?fq q^ fl^qT Jrrwj^cqsnfoHg: II (*Ro *..¥*) 

The meaning of this stanza is : “An animal can be slain on the 
occasions of madhuparka, yajha, rites for the manes and gods and 
nowhere else—this has been said by Manu.” 

The final words of this stanza (ifa 313^1^ )— 

‘this has been said by Manu’ are indicative of the fact that this stanza 
as a whole does not belong to the Manu-smrti. All the injunctions 
given in the Manu-smrti are by Manu and as such it is not necessary 
to specify that this has been said by Manu. If Manu’s injunctions 
are quoted in another work, then it can be specified that thus it has 
been said by Manu—Manu has thus ordained. This also goes to 
prove that this injunction does not form an integral part of the Manu- 
smrti as propounded by Manu. 

It seems that the above quoted stanza is the basis for the following 
attribution in the Cambridge History of India, Vol. I Chapter X 
(by E. W. Hopkins), page 208, (2nd edition of 1962, published by 
S. Chand & Co., Delhi) : 

“The general rule in this regard is that attributed to Manu— 

‘Animals may be killed (so said Manu) at the Madhuparka and 

soma sacrifice {yajha ) and at the rite for manes and gods.” 

As proved on the basis of arguments given above, this stanza 
should not belong to the Manu-smrti and hence this statement is 
also baseless. 

The aforesaid stanza 5.41 of the Manu-smrti is not authentic, 
as is proved by the statement made by Bhisma-pitamaha while 
preaching duties to Maharaja Yudhisthira. The stanza reads as 
follows in the Isantiparva of the Mahabharata : 

stf^ir’srf q^ stct ii 

(Gitapress 265.5 ; Bhandarkar 257.5) 
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meaning—Holy Manu has prescribed ahimsa (non-violence) only in 
all performances. Out of their selfish desires, i.e. induced by the 
desire of eating meat and pretending that slaying of animals in 
yajna is not hints a (violence), people slaughter animals on the outer 
altar of the yajna.” 

In the same fifth Chapter of Manu-smrti, the 27th stanza reads : 

sftfsRT srrgnUTSlT ^ I 

snurRifa srnJTTfrrfo n 

Its correct word-to-word meaning in prose order is as under : 
( yiuiHIH ) At the time of impending death ( tp ) only (i.e. 
only when death is imminent and under no other circumstance), 
( =st ) and ( 4>IRW1) at the desire of—by the permission of 

Brahmanas (i.e. the Brahmanas feel that it is essential for the 
person to live, then only), ( ) directed (zjsnfqffcj) according 

to the rites, ( ) one may take ( flfa ) meat (sftfacT) which 

has been sanctified (but under no other circumstance or in no 
other way).” 

It is clear that meat can be taken by those, whose death is imminent 
and who do not want to give up life, as on the non-availability of 
cereals during famine or in some fatal disease when no other cure is 
possible, but in no other circumstances is the taking of meat prescribed. 
According to this prescription of Manu also, meat is not possible in 
madhuparka. 

The following stanzas are also from the fifth Chapter of 
Manu-smrti : 

st ?! i i 

“He who slays innoxious beings with the intention of one’s own 
pleasure, attains happiness neither in this world nor in the world 
hereafter.” (45) 
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sr sr^q f&rac§: tialn 

“He who does not seek to keep the animals under detention, to 
slay or to cause suffering to them, and who desires the good of 
all, attains endless bliss.” (46) 

qfsqrqfa Tqfb qwrrfa qq * i 

?T?«rn^e!T?Tc?hT q> ll«3ll 

“He who does not injure or slay anyone, whatever he wants, 
whatever he thinks of, whatsoever he fixes his mind on, he attains 
all that without any effort.” (47) 

fTTficiST aifar^T f|sTT I 

q ^ srrfnrqq: fqq*i^ uadii 

“Flesh can never be obtained without slaughtering a living creature. 
As animal-slaughter cannot cause attainment of heaven, so one 
should abstain from meat.” (48) 

STJJ?qf% ^ qTHFq qqqfsft ^ I 

aerfa?q fqq^fcT srqfiTH^q na5.ii 

“One should abstain from eating all kinds of flesh having well 
considered the origin of flesh and the cruelty of fettering and 
slaying animals.” (49) 

q *T$rqfq q> qfsr fqfq ff^qr ftrcrrqqq; i 
ST faq^t qifq smfvjfw q qt^ ll^o|| 

“(q:)He who (qqsrafq) does not eat (qisf) meat (fgvST) 
disregarding (fiffg) the rule of (what is eatable and what is 
not) like a (fcRira) piidca, that is, a person who does not 
follow the pUacaS who disregard all the rules of what is to b? 
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eaten and what is not to be eaten. ( ST ) he ( firasft 2JTffT) becomes 
dear ( ) to all ( ^ ) and (?f) he is not ( ) tormented 

( Bqifofa:) by diseases. (50) 

sr^a? ^ TsIT^itfa siTcI^T: until 

“He who permits slaughter, he who cuts it into bits, he who kills 
it, he who buys or sells it, he who cooks it, he who serves it, and 
he who eats it—all these are slayers (butchers).” (51) 

*rt 3Hrf *THT: I 

TTtSTTft =3 H 3^^ SWq( U^ll 

“He who performs an Asvamedha yajna annually during a hundred 
years and he who does not take meat altogether, both obtains 
the similar reward for their respective merits.” (53) 

jt *T?TrrsroR«repn^ imau 

“By taking fruits and roots and the food fit for ascetics, one does 
not gain the reward which is attained by entirely giving up 
meat.” (54) 

JTT ST W^ftraTSg* JTtSTfH5T3**I5^ I 
«W?ITtsr^5I TTiSTcef SI^f?cT JTsftfaor; imil* 

c^fi^f^^SSTPcr: ScTSsit: ST^fwTTrf?R: I 
Ifl* $91 STT^ffcT ^ ^ cTT^ II 

“Those who are ignorant of this real dharma and, though wicked 
and haughty, account themselves virtuous, kill animals without 
any feeling of remorse or fear of punishment, and are devoured 
by those very animals in their next birth, (Srlrnad Bhagavata XI.5.14) 
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“Me (ffj) he ( sf:) will eat in the next world, whose meat 
I am eating in this (life). This is the real meaning of the word 
mam-sa —JTHT (me-eat) (i.e. this is the etymology of the word 
mcLmsa fftB—meat).” 

Again in the 11th Chapter of the Manu-smrti we find : 

ftsTOT n'vUi 

Violence (i.e. eating of meat) gives rise to diseases. 

(Please see sub-heading ‘Prohibition of Beef-eating in Islam’ 
under Chapter : ‘Were Cow-slaughter, Meat Sacrifice and Meat- 
eating Prevalent in the Vedic Age ?’) 

fTOiT«rr«T mi nt'tii 

Intoxicating drinks, flesh and wine are the food of yakfas, raksasas 
and pisacas. 


(Please see sub-heading ‘Punishment for Meat-Eating’ under 
Chapter : ‘Were Cow-slaughter, Meat Sacrifice and Meat-eating 
Prevalent in the Vedic Age ?’) 


It is a matter of great suprise and regret, as to why learned lawyers 
like Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra (Doctor of Law, LL.D.) and Pandurang 
Vaman Kane (M.A., LL.M., Advocate) had closed their eyes to afore¬ 
cited clear injunctions of Manu against flesh-eating and why did they 
indulge in such condemnable efforts of propagating flesh-eating. 

The above quoted Manu-smrti 5.55 is attested by Bhagavata 
Mahapurana IV.25 which narrates the episode of King Praclnabarhi, 
who used to perform yajnas by slaying animals. Holy Narada 
told him : 




ll«ll 


cTT ^JTCFcft tsisr cTW I 
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“Narada said : O Ruler of men ! O King ! behold the multitudes 
Of creatures slaughtered by you in thousands as animals for 
sacrifice, merciless that you are (7). Retaining the memory of 
your cruelty, they eagerly wait for you, their anger having been 
roused (by the recollection), and will tear you with their horns, 
made of steel, when you have departed to the other world (8)”. 

When venerable Narada gave a glimpse of such retributions, King 
Pracinabrahi was enlightened ; he gave up yajnas with violence and 
went away to perform penances. 

How can the slaughter of animals be justified in madhuparka and 
in rites of the manes and gods in face of such historical truth ? 

Uttara-Rama-Carita 

Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra writes on page 3 of his above quoted 
booklet ‘Beef in Ancient India’ : 

“The passage in which Valmlki’s preparation for the reception 
of Vasistha is described in Uttara-Rama-carita, is so remarkable, 
that I need not offer any apology to quote it entire. The scene is 
laid in front of hermitage of Valmiki ....” 

After this he has given the running sense of that passage from the 
play Uttara-Rama-Carita, which need not be quoted. Let us consider 
the original text itself. 

Bhavabhuti’s ‘Uttara-Rama-Carita’ is a drama in which the 
sentiment of pathos ( karuna ) dominates. It relates to the renouncing 
of SIta Maharani by Lord Sri Rama sometime after his coronation. 
The plot is not based on any ancient history but it has been 
supplemented by a number of fancies. It has been considered excusable 
to add imaginative fancies even in a historical play to augment its 
aesthetic appeal. But fancies which mar the aesthetic sentiment and 
which are contrary to the scriptures cannot be considered pardonable. 
The playwright sends off the preceptor Vasistha, his wife Arundhati 
and Kausalaya, the mother of fjri Rama, to the twelve-year yajn 
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the hermitage of Rsyasrnga before Lord Sri Rama renounces SIta 
Maharani who is pregnant, so that no elders may be present to hinder 
renouncing of SIta Maharani. This event is not supported by any 
Purana. This fancy can be held pardonable till here. 

After about twelve years, on their return journey, they stop at 
the hermitage of Valmiki. 

Report of the renouncing of SIta Maharani spreads like lightning 
in all directions. Grieved at it, King Janaka, the father of SIta 
Maharani takes up the third asrama of Vanaprastha and goes for 
penance to the forest, hermitage of Candradvipa. At the time when 
Holy Vasistha, along with Arundhatl and the Royal Mother Kausalya, 
reaches the hermitage of Valmiki, King Janaka also comes there to 
meet his friend Valmiki after interrupting his penances. 

SIta Maharani was pregnant and about to give birth before her 
renouncement. Readers may themselves consider how appropriate 
and justified is the dramatist’s innovation to send away the mother- 
in-law, Royal Mother Kausalya, to a far-off" place leaving behind her 
daughter-in-law SIta Maharani in such a state ; then to keep Kausalya 
there for twelve years, to deprive her of the likely pleasure at the birth 
of grand sons, to make all of them reside for twelve years at the 
hermitage of Rsyasringa even after the renouncing of SIta Maharani 
by her husband had become known to all. It is not found possible 
even today in a society over-whelmed by modern civilization. 

In such a situation of bereavement, the reception with beefy 
madhuparka by sage Valmiki in his hermitage, Janaka refusing the 
beefy madhuparka and the great sage Vasistha accepting the beefy 
madhuparka ,—can all these innovations in the plot be said to promote 
the sentiment of karuna or pathos, to further which this play has been 
written ? If such are the imaginations of Bhavabhuti, then it hardly 
spells well of his genius ; and if somebody has interpolated it later, 
then he has committed an unexcusable and heinous crime. It has also 
to be noted that when Lord Rama arrives there, he has not been 

9 



130 


A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’ 


welcomed with madhuparka in compliance with the injunction of the 
scriptures. 

Even today Western oriented people will not like intoxicants or 
meat in such an agonising situation ; then readers may themselves 
judge how debased and vile is the conjuring up of getting beefy 
madhuparka accepted by Sage Vasistha at the sorrowful occasion of 
the sad renouncement of Sita Maharani and when her father, King 
Janaka, is present in that very hermitage. 

Once when a lion had attacked the NandinI cow of the great sage 
Vasistha, King Dillpa, an ancestor of Sri Rama, was ready to offer 
his life to the lion to save that cow. It is an impossible fancy that the 
hereditary royal preceptor of such a dynasty as of the Raghus, the 
great Sage Vasistha, should accept beef and that too at a time of grief 
and sorrow. 

Because the incident is imaginary, therefore getting beefy 
madhuparka served to sage Vasistha by sage Valmiki and getting 
it accepted, is also imaginary and unreal. Therefore, it is proved 
that the incident of madhuparka with beef freshly obtained by slaying 
a cow, in the fourth act of the Uttara-Rama-Carita is imaginary and 
false and it is not a historical truth. 

The above incident is presented by two disciples of Valmiki as a 
comic interlude. Readers may themselves judge as to what is the 
value as to the reality of a comic. Furthermore, it has already been 
discussed above that there is no possibility of meat in the ingredients 
of madhuparka or in the madhuparka rites. 

Mahavira-Carita 

Further Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra tries to prove beef in madhuparka 
from the Mahavira-Carita of Bhavabhuti. Let us now consider it 
too. 

Bhavabhuti’s MahSvira-Carita is the anterior story of Lord Rama. 
The sage Visvamitra took Rama and Laksmana for protecting his 
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yajiia. The plot of the play begins hereafter. It continues to the 
exile of Rama, killing of Ravana and other demons and coronation 
of Lord Rama on his return to Ayodhya. This is the span of events 
covered in this play. The plot has not been based on the history 
available in the Puranas. Dramatists usually seem to follow an 
independent course in this direction. Thus no play can be accepted 
as history. In short, the plot of the play is :— 

“When Rama and Laksmana reach the hermitage of Sage 
Visvamitra for the protection of his yajiia, at that very time, 
Kusadhvaja, the brother of King Janaka, also reaches there along with 
Sita and Urmila, as a representative of King Janaka who had been 
invited. Seeing Rama, he is so attracted towards him that he thinks 
that if there had not been the condition of breaking the bow, then 
Rama and Sita would have been married. There itself comes 
Sarvamaya, the royal chaplain of Ravana, with the proposal of Sita’s 
marriage to Ravana. The proposal is evaded. In his very presence, 
demoness Taraka comes to disturb the yajiia. Rama kills her in 
everybody’s presence. Visvamitra blesses Rama and Laksmana with 
divine weapons. Visvamitra gets the bow of Siva there itself by the 
virtue of his meditative powers and gets it broken by Rama. Then 
and there Rama and Sita ; Laksmana and Urmila ; Bharata-Mandavi ; 
and Satrughna-Srutaklrti are engaged. Thereafter Subahu and 
Marica come to create havoc but they are killed. 

“The demon Sarvamaya takes all this information to Lanka. 
At the same time, Ravana gets a letter from Jamadagnya Parasurama 
that demons are creating havoc in Dandakaranya and it should be 
stopped. As Rama has broken the bow of Lord Siva, the preceptor 
of Parasurama, Ravana plans to incite Parasurama to collide with 
Rama and sends him to Janakapura where marriage preparations are 
being made. Parasurama is surprised on seeing the handsome figure 
of Rama, but feigns anger as before. King Janaka comes and says 
that if he has come as a guest then he should be served madhuparka, 
fit for a srotriya and if he has come as an enemy then he should be 
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faced. After some heroic utterances, Rama goes inside for the marriage 
ceremony. Vasistha and Visvamitra try to pacify Parasurama. 
Dasaratha gets ready to face Parasurama, when his anger is not pacified, 
After the marriage-rites are over, Rama comes there, defeats 
Parasurama, who then goes away. 

“Manthara, the maid-servant of Kaikeyl comes to Rama with 
a letter of Kaikeyl from Ayodhya. In the letter, Kaikeyl reminds 
of two boons given to her, and in this context expresses her wish that 
Rama should go in exile for fourteen years together with Laksmana 
and SIta and that Bharata should get the throne. 

“Lord Rama goes to his father Dasaratha and seeks permission 
to go in exile. From Janakapura itself Rama, along with SIta and 
Laksmana, goes to the forest leaving behind all the relatives 
wailing, including Yudhajita the brother of Kaikeyl. On the 
insistence of Bharata, Rama leaves for him his golden sandals sent by 
Sarabhanga. 

“Bharata, after establishing the sandals of Sri Rama at Nandigrama, 
starts following the directions of Sri Rama. With Laksmana and 
SIta, Rama reaches Dandakaranya, killing Viradha and other demons, 
passing through Citrakuta and meeting sages on his way. Khara, 
Dusana, Trisira etc, 14000 demons are killed by him on the way. 
Jatayu is wounded in an encounter with Ravana while he is carrying 
away SIta. 

From the narration of Bharata’s going to Nandigrama upto here 
is covered by an interlude, 

“Rama meets Jatayu who informs him of the kidnapping of SIta 
and passes away. Then comes Sramana with a letter of Vibhlsana 
seeking refuge and Vibhlsana surrenders himself for asylum. 
Afterwards takes place the meeting with Bali, who challenges to 
encounter, in which he is killed by Rama, leaving his kingdom 
etc. to Sugrlva. 
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“Lanka is ablaze. Trijata informs Malyavan about the death 
of Aksayakumara. Kumbhakarna is awakened. Battle ensues. 
In the fight, Laksmana becomes unconscious. Laksmana regains 
consciousness by the herb Sanjivani. Meghanada, Kumbhakarna 
and others are killed. The fire-ordeal of SIta takes place. 

All this has been told in conversation in the form of an interlude. 

“Lord Rama, SIta and Laksmana return to Ayodhya by an 
aeroplane. All meet in re-union and Rama is coronated King.” 

We can imagine from the above plot as to how imaginary it is and 
how different from the historical facts in the Puranas. 

On page 5 of his above quoted book ‘Beef in Ancient India’, Raja 
Rajendra Lala Mitra mentions beef in the Mahavira-carita : 

“Vasistha, in his turn, likewise, slaughtered the ‘fattened-calf’ 
when entertaining Viswamitra, Janaka, Satananda, Jamadagnya 
and other sages and friends, and in the Mahavira-carita, when 
pacifying Jamadagnya, tempted him by saying, “The heifer is ready 
for sacrifice, and the food is cooked in ghee. Thou art a learned 
man, come to the house of the learned ; favour us (by joining in the 
entertainment).” 

In support, the original stanza of the third act of the Mahavira- 
carita has been quoted there in a footnote : 

It seems that has been taken here as ‘the heifer is 

ready for sacrifice’. Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra has said before that 
Vasistha slaughtered a fattened calf to entertain Visvamitra, Janaka, 
Satananda, Jamadagnya, other sages and friends. In this stanza 
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there is nowhere mentioned that a fattened calf was slaughtered, and 
in the Mahavlra-carita there is no such indication anywhere before 
or after this stanza. It is not clear, wherefrom Raja Rajendra Lala 
Mitra has brought in the ‘slaughter of a fattened calf’. Later on 
he says ‘the heifer is ready for sacrifice i.e., slaughter’. These two 
statements in his text, that is (1) Vasistha slaughtered the fattened 
calf and (2) the heifer is ready for sacrifice, that is for slaughter, are 
contradictory. In this way such people try to confuse simple folk by 
making such absurd antithetical statements. 

In the above context, Vasistha and Visvamitra try to pacify 
Parasurama, and in the original text their words are : 

sftfer erferarT RgRcft sfftur *Ta«rcft i 

*T5TT SIR II 

5rfi[*R %% I 

“The aged King Dasaratha, who has become a friend of Indra 
by performing yajnas, by constructing temples and by vanquishing 
enemies, who has become famous on earth as a good King like 
the divine King Indra in heaven, with whom we are allied and who 
is a scion of the Solar Race, moved by affection for his son, he 
requests you to be calm. So give up this futile quarrel.” 

We have already discussed the stanza cited by Raja Rajendra 
Lala Mitra in support of his contention in a footnote of his book. 
Neither is there any mention in the Mahavlra-carita that Vasistha 
slaughtered a fattened calf for Visvamitra, Janaka, Satananda, 
Jamadagnya, other sages and friends, nor is there any mention of 
the entertainment of them all by Vasistha. 

The above quoted ‘itfRTct, etc. (Mahavlra-carita 3.2) 

occurs just after :’ etc. (Mahavlra-carita 3.1) which is being 
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addressed by Vasistha and Visvamitra to ‘Jamadagnya Parasurajna. 
Earlier King Janaka has expressed :— 

qTswsq 

^3 « n^q^s qiscqat sftfqqiq l” (2.44) 

That is, if he is a rsi (sage), he may be offered a seat, padya (water for 
washing his feet) and arghya (water for cleaning hands) and be 
honoured by offering madhuparka, fit for a srotriya. The expression 
samjnapyate vatsatari etc, is in the context of honouring 

with madhuparka rite. It has already been discussed and proved that 
there is no possibility of any kind of animal flesh in madhuparka. 
Prescription of the gift of a cow with madhuparka is also indicated in 
the scriptures. In the phrase referred to samjnapyate () is a 
word which may mean violence ( himsa ) as well as non-violence 
(a-himsa). In the Sanskrit-English Dictionary of Monier-Williams, 
page 1133, column 3, samjnapana is interpreted as ‘causing agreement 
or harmony ; killing a sacrificial animal’. In Atharva-veda 6.74.1-2 
samjnapana has the former meaning : 

ST q: $sq?clT q?q: ST JTqtfsr srg mi I 
sf q>sq snpjTsarfatfq: *r eft srsfoTJiq, n 

ST^qei q> H?TST>Wt STfiqq I 

3W> srqs:q sfeqqifjT qt II 

Ralph T. H. Griffith, in his translation of the Hymns of the 
Atharva-veda, published by Master Khelari Lai & Sons, Varanasi, 
third edition (1962, page 285) has translated these mantras as follows:— 

“Close gathered be your bodies : 
be your minds and vows in unison ! 

Here present Brahmanaspati and Bhaga have assembled you. 

Let there be union of your minds, 
let there be union of your hearts : 

All that is troubled in your lot with this 
I mend and harmonize.” 
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Supporters of beef-eating interpret the words ‘samjnapyate vatsatarV 
as ‘the heifer is ready for sacrifice’. As there is neither gomedha 
nor another similar yajna performance, interpreting ‘ samjnapyate ’ 
as ‘killing a sacrificial animal’ is not possible according to Monier- 
Williams’ Dictionary. As the scriptures prescribe the gift of a cow in 
madhuparka rites, there are historical examples of the gift of a cow in 
reception with madhuparka, there is not a single historical example 
of beef served with madhuparka, and as the meat-eaters even these 
days would not accept raw meat with madhuparka obtained by 
slaughter on the spot and as there is no possibility of any kind of 
meat in madhuparka as discussed and proved earlier, the only 
justified interpretation of the words ‘ samjnapyate vats atari would 
be offering a heifer in gift to Jamadagnya Parasurama and thus 
making their union and harmony. The whole stanza can be translated 
as follows :— 


() The heifer ( ) is offered to you as a gift. () 

Dishes (q-oq^ ) are being cooked ( ?rfqfq) in ghee. (Slfgu) 
O Srotriya ! ( ) you have come ( to the house 

of a srotriya. (*T:) Please favour us by accepting our 
hospitality. 

Let the readers decide themselves as to which is the appropriate 
interpretation with reference to the context of the subject. 


How surprising and shocking it is that men like Raja Rajendra 
Lala Mitra who are considered well-read and learned, should lead 
astray their simple countrymen, who respect their learning, by such 
imagined contentions and by twisting them according to their fancy. 
Its reasons have been enunciated very clearly in the ‘Introduction.’ 
To this day his book is quoted with great pride by the Government 
of India to mislead the people that beef was taken in ancient 
India. 
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Mahoksam, M aha jam and Vehatam in the Reception 
to a Guest 

In his “History of Dharmasastra’, Vol. II, Part 2, page 750, 
lines 8-17, in the Chapter on Nryajfia, or Manusya-yajna P. V. Kane 
writes : 

“Yajnavalkya-Smrti 1.109 also says that a big ox or a goat was 
to be kept apart for a guest learned in Veda. But the commentary 
Mitaksara on Yajnavalkya-Smrti and other medieval writers to 
whom flesh-eating was an anathema and an unspeakable sin for 
a Brahmana remark that an ox or a goat was to be understood as 
set apart for the guest to flatter him (with the words ‘this ox is 
yours’) just as one says in humility ‘all this house is yours’ and that 
the ox or goat was not meant to be given in gift or to be killed since 
it would be impossible to find an ox each time a srotriya guest 
comes.” 

The relevant stanza of the Yajnavalkya-Smrti 1.109 occurs in 
the section on the duties of a householder within the chapter on conduct 
\dcdra)'. It runs as follows : 

HfeRSTSfsrraii iTter* era: n \ . ?o£) 

It simply means : 

“One should offer a big bull or a big goat before a guest who is 
versed in the Vedas ( ’srotriya ). (Thereafter) one should welcome 
him (with pddya, arghya, acamana, a seat etc.). (After he has 
taken his seat) one should sit down near him ; give him delicious 
food and speak pleasant words.” 

In the aforesaid stanza, the original Sanskrit word for offering a 
big bull or a big goat is upakalpayet, which is conjugated from the 
root klrp () with the prefix upa-. 
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The meaning of ‘upa-klrp ( \3q-^q ) in Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit- 
English Dictionary, page 195 column 3 is : 


to be fit for ; 
to serve as ; 
to become ; 
to equip ; 
to allot ; 
to turn towards ; 
to assume ; 


to be ready 
to lead to ; 
to be ; 
to procure ; 
to assign ; 
to impart ; 
to suppose. 


at hand ; to become ; 

to take the shape or form of ; 
to prepare ; to make ready; 
to bring near ; to fetch ; 
to put or set up ; 
to arrange ; to communicate ; 


It carries no nuisance of himsa or killing. It is clear that it does 
not even imply the killing of these animals and fetting the guest with 
their meat. A srotriya, i.e. a guest versed in the Vedas, is entertained 
with madhuparka —thus it is specified in the succeeding stanza number 
110. In this context, either in the preceding or succeeding stanzas, 
there is no mention of offering meat with madhuparka, and nowhere 
is there any reference to killing. 


It proves that animal meat of any kind is not required in 
madhuparka. 

The commentators opine that a big bull ( mahoksa ) or a big goat 
( mahaja) is brought before a guest, which is just a part of etiquette 
wherein the host as a matter of courtesy says that this is your house ; 
this thing is yours, etc., etc. In fact, they are not intended to be 
presented to the guest. New guests, learned in the Vedas, visited 
people now and then, and if a big bull or a big goat were presented to 
every one of them, where could one obtain so many big bulls or big 
goats. Nor, does the original stanza convey such an intention. But, 
it is simple enough to understand that one who has the means may 
present the things enjoined, and one who does not possess the means 
to do so, he need neither offer them nor give them away. 


Now we come to words of politeness and courtesy. This is the 
practice to this very day. Whenever a guest comes, courteous sentences 
are spoken, such as ‘this is your house, please make yourself free and 
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comfortable ; such and such a thing is yours, you may feel free to use 
anything you like’ etc., etc. 

Whether the offering of a big bull or a big goat is significant or not, 
will be considered further on. 

The alleged offering of a big bull or a big goat to a guest also occurs 
in the Jsatapatha-Brahmana etc. It may also be taken up for discussion. 

In the same section on Nryajna or Manusya-yajna of his “History 
of Dharmasastra”, Vol. II, Part 2, chapter 21, page 750, lines 4-6, 
P. V. Kane writes : 

“The Satapatha shows that an ox or a goat was cooked for a guest, 
either a King or a Brahmana (III. 4.1.2.).” 

Its original text is as follows :— 

si n i srfafsref wr 

TT§ 5TT sUgfUTHI ST 

nigs gfiresTSTfts wm SttYfe II 

Some people translate the verb pacet () in this passage 
as ‘cooking on fire’. The common meaning of pacet is ‘cooking 
on fire’. But what is the sense intended here has to be discussed. 

According to Chapter 318 of the ^antiparva of the Mahabharata, 
Yajnavalkya obtained the ^atapatha-Brahmana from Surya. Through 
such a revelation he must have authored the Yajnavalkya-Smrti. 
Thus there should be consonance in both the works in the matter of 
honouring a guest with a big bull or a big goat. Pandit Dinanath 
Sharma Shastri has discussed this question at length in the sixth volume 
of his Hindi book isri-Sanatana-Dharmalok’ on pages 333-334 and 
pages 342-343. 
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It is translated below in extenso : 

“The meaning of pacet in the Satapatha-Brahmana is not 
‘cooking’, but it is ‘presenting ; offering’ ( vyaktikuryat ). 

Here the root is pad vyaktikarane (qfa ) of the 

first conjugation, set, and atmanepada. In the Balamanorama 
commentary (editions of Guruprasad Shastri and of the 
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office) it is said :— pacetyeke 
( q^e2f$ ) i.e., there is also the variant pac ( qg ) of the root 
pad ( qfxf). It signifies to present vyaktikarana. This meaning 
proves the identical intention of the Satapatha-Brahmana 
and the Yajnavalkya-Smrti. Now the question arises that while 
the aforesaid root is atmanepada, in the Satapatha it is not 
atmanepada. In this context it should be noted that the 
atmanepada is not obligatory by the rule anudatte tvalaksanam 
atmanepadam anityam ( )• Hereby 

it is not atmanepada in the Satapatha or it can also be an arsa 
or aberrational usage. 

Our meaning is attested by other texts also.* In the mantra 
uksanam prsnim apacanta ( 3fq^RT) ( Rgveda 1.164.43 ) 

the root pac has been commented upon by Sayana as 

s^rrur 3Ttra?er" 

qgs-lTcSrsiRT^TJT sfirtcTSi: l 

ST ^ fgFJtnSTOTTFtrasre: I 3TcT I 

‘This interpretation of the root pac (qq ) is confirmed by the 
Madhaviya-dhatu-vxti of Sayanacarya (Pracyabharati Prakashan, 
Varanasi, 1964, root no. 107 of the bhvadi-gana (Jgjfcqoj) 1.86-87 
pad vyaktikarne ( qfa ). At the end it is stated : 

q=q vTSIT I q^tfcqsl Sq^q qi$, 

q=q I FPRIffl?jf g cjefiTHq? 3<fcST 

q35Ivf’ I ‘frT^l irqsf q^fa ifrqfacgqisra' 

‘ ffq otj<rfl)c)5<J| ’ ffa q3g q i !T$qf?q V fRJct I 

(Contd. to next page bottom) 
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Here the root pac signifies ‘to effect ; to accomplish’. Simllariy in, 
Din-naga’s drama ‘Kundamala’ too : 


nit ^ srqqf Oe?tt; qsiqqTf^qrr: 1 qsq?!i i\V.) 

the root pac means ‘to effect’. Likewise, in the famous Puranic 
hymn Deva-stotra there is the sentence : 

.jraTf^qTqiqiqife^ 

where paka-kartre means ‘one who effects or accomplishes’. So in 
the passage in Yajnavalkya’s Satapatha also the meaning of the 
pac is ‘to effect ; to accomplish’ etc. and not ‘to cook’. This 
very meaning is intended by Yajnavalkya, as it has been expressed 
by him in his Yajnavalkya-smrti. 


** 


#* 


** 


Or, uksa also means Soma, for example (Sayana’s 

commentary on Rgveda 1.164.43). Its accomplishment is intended 
here, and it is relevant too. In fact the source of Brahmanic 

appears to be the Rgveda mantra \ 3 gflof qflqpfqq^r (Rgveda 
1.164.43). Here Sayana has translated it as the preparation of Soma. 


(Continued from previous page) 

“Durga has accepted the identity of qfq cZ|<td)4ff^l and qq 
c3J<Wt45p?l. Vardhamana also follows the same interpretation. 
The book Sammata also expresses the same opinion as Vardhamana 
and adds that some others read it as pad. The author of the 
Nyasa commentary admits the root paca vyaktikarne (qq ) 

according to the Paninean sutra 8.1.27 tino gotradini ( hfar<)fff) 
and considers it Parasmaipada. In the Satapatha Brahmana also 
it is Parasmaipada and so the meaning ‘to make evident’ (cJJqp^lqi^f) 
suits the context.” 
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So it appears to be appropriate in the Brahmana too i.e. to prepare 
Soma for the guest. Or uksa is also the tuberous plant rsabha. The 
names of this plant are all synonyms of vrsabha or bull. Because of 
its succulence, the plant uksa is one of the medicinals for long life 
(Raja-nighantu, varga 5). There the following synonyms are given 
for it : rsabhah ; uksa ; gauh ; vrsabhah. Aja also means ajamoda or 
common carroway. Mahaja means the big carroway. It is probable 
that these medicinals were offered to a guest after food, as a digestive 
or invigorating tonic. Or, there is the sentence 3T\jTT SlgdtclISff ^stfssn: 
in the third story of the Kakolukiya section of the Pancatantra, and 
the stanza : 

sfrshfts i wfa: i 

3T5rcr$Tf?r srtarrfsr gni ii 

(r. ■*tt. snfam 3^.*) 

In the Mahabharata (Santiparva 337.4), the word aja is clearly 
stated to mean ‘seven-year old rice’. 

The cooking of such rice, or of the vrsabha tuber, or of Soma-juice, 
might have been intended here. 

If we do not accept the aforesaid meanings and insist it to mean 
that a great bull ( mahoksa ) or great goat ( mahaja) were slaughtered 
and their meat was cooked on fire, then it would be against Vedic 
principles and thus it will be without sanction and invalid. 

The Vasistha-dharma-sutra 4.8 also refers to the reception of a 
guest by a mahoksa or a mahaja. 3f«nfR S1HR1R ST Sl^FTfflS 

Rgtenti SI R5T5T ST M^^SB’bHI 3TTfcTSS | After the foregone 

discussion, it is not necessary to discuss it over again. Some 
maintain that the preceding stanzas refer to meat in madhuparka 
and to killing in yajna, but we have discussed it at length under the 
caption of ‘Vasistha-dharma-sutra and Sankhayana-grhya- sutra’ in 
this chapter. 
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In his “History of Dharmasastra”, Vol. 2, Part I, in the section 
on Madhuparka in Chapter 10, page 542 ; lines 6-10, P. V. Kane 
writes :— 

“It appears that the Aitareya Brahmana III. 4, when it says that 
‘if the ruler of men comes as a guest or anyone else deserving of 
honour comes, people kill a bull or a cow (that has contacted a 
habit of abortion)’ refers to madhuparka, though that word is not 
actually used.” 

The original text of this sentence of Aitareya-Brahmana III.9 is 
quoted there in a footnote : 

i 

It is further stated that this is cited by Medhatithi on Manu-Smrti 
3.119 and by Haradatta on Gautama-dharma-sutra 17.30. 

In Vol. II, Part 2, in the Section on Nryajna or Manusya-yajna 
in Chapter 21, page 750, lines 6-8 of the same work, P. V. Kane 
writes : 

“Vide also Aitareya Brahmana III.4, for the offering of an ox or 
a barren cow to king or another deserving person coming as a 
guest.” 

We have already discussed Manu-Smrti 3.119 under caption 
‘Manusmrti’. It is clear beyond doubt that there is no reference to 
meat therein, and the question of beef does not arise at all. 

In the Gautama-dharma-sutra 2.8 prohibited foods are listed. 
The 30th sutra reads SFqfffgt which simply means that the cow 
( dhenu ) and the bullock ( anaduh ) are also among prohibited items 
and should not be eaten. This does not prove the presence of meat 
or beef in madhuparka. 
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The citation of Aitareya-Brahmaria III.4 in a footnote by P. V. 
Kane is the 15th pada and the whole reads : 

grfrvi jT?sif?ci sffa ng'stmsT 

Earlier, it has been established that the word pacet () 
occurring in a similar context in the Satapatha-Brahmana corresponds 
to upakalpayet in the Yajnavalkya-smrti. Now we have to consider 
if ksadante occurring in this context of the Aitareya-Brahmana also 
corresponds to it. In his Hindi book, ‘Sri-Sanatana-Dharmaloka’, 
Vol. 6, pages 360-374, Pandit Dinanath Sharma Shastri has discussed 
it at length. Hereunder are a few quotations :— 

“Now we have to consider the root ksad. The cited Brahmana 
passage means : “If a king or a celebrated srotriya comes, then the 
ksadana of a bull or cow should be effected in his honour.” The root 
ksad does not occur in Panini’s Dhatupatha. So we cannot know its 
meaning therefrom. But we find it in the Unadi (Pancapadi) sutra, 
trn-trcau samsi-ksad-adibhyah samjndyam canitau. 

^Tqf gnfjRft) (2.94 ; 25.1) 

So it is clearly a root derived from the stitras. But its meaning is not 
clear even from the sutras. (page 362) 

“In the Nighantu 2.8 where roots signifying ‘to eat’ are listed, 
there is no mention of ksad —this fact should be noted. In 2.19, which 
is a list of roots meaning ‘to kill’, the root ksad is not mentioned—it 
should also be noted.” (page 363) 

“Now we should look into the usage of the root ksad in the mantras 
of the Rgveda Samhita and also consult the commentary of Sayana 
on the relevant passage. We should explore the meaning assigned 
to it by ancient scholars.” (page 363) 
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“The following passage of the Mahabhasya 1.3.1 is well known : 

31 fr VTTrT^r> I el? *WT—Effq: Sjf^^T 

EJeT^ I.^RlTiJeT STgflft 

^Tfq ^eT^, ^Tfq I O^fjT^Tfq 

srfirfomOT^, f?raf?rcer afaftantn i 

So it is possible that a single root can have two opposite meanings, 
e.g., the root stha means ‘to stay’ and ‘to move’. Then, if for 
contextual propriety we take an unspecified meaning of a root, then 
it will not be against grammatical considerations.” (pages 363-364) 

“Thus, bhaksana (consuming) also means ‘to make use of’, ‘to 
employ’, or ‘to accept’,” (page 364) 

“In Rgveda 1.25.18 Acarya Sayana has written: gfg SR$— 
gj^Tlfa where, after having translated ksadase as ‘you eat’, he goes 
on to take a'sana to mean ‘to accept’ gfg —I If the 
root ksad means ‘to eat’, does this meaning apply to the Rgvedic 
Brahmana passage \JWlof I Then it will mean : 

‘They eat a bull or a vehata on the arrival of a king or a 'srotriyd. 
But is this meaning applicable here ? If we translate it this way, then 
it will refer not to its partaking by the guest but the eating of 
the vehata by the host himself. Haridatta has prohibited its eating 
by anyone other than the guest. If we take ksad in the meaning 
‘to accept’, then it will mean ‘they accept the cow or the bull’, i.e. ‘they 
bring them for the guest’—this is a relevant meaning, (pages 364-365) 

‘In the Unadi, where a Rgvedic Brahmana passage is cited to 
illustrate the usage of the root ksad, there ksadanta means neither 
‘to hack to pieces’ nor ‘to eat’. The meaning ‘to hack to pieces’ 
would be most inappropriate.” (page 365) 

“ Himsa also refers to ‘goading’ (?TI^T )• In the Nirukta 1.3.2 
hasta has been explained as (). Here the meaning of han 
is ‘to goad’ and not to kill or deprive of life. Ksatta in the sense 

10 
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of ‘a chariotteer’ (Atharva-veda 5.7.14 ; 9.11.1) also refers to the 
goading of the chariot’s horse, and not to its killing. While bringing 
a cow or bull to a guest, it had to be goaded and this was its himsa .” 
(Page 366) 

“When the root ksad can have a third meaning besides ‘to hack 
to pieces’, ‘to eat’ as pointed out above, then this sutra-occurring 
root can have other meanings too. Views of other learned people 
should also be taken into consideration in this context.” (Page 366) 

“While explaining the word ksadma Skandaswami writes : 
“gR )”. The same view is held by Devaraja-yajva on 

Nirukta 1.12.3 : v3e5Rl4 ctjiczj forcfacRftfa 5fT- 

Thus the passage can mean—‘When the guest comes, he should 
steady the cow or the bull’ ; this meaning is also relevant here. 
The author of the Subodhini derives ksadma meaning ‘water’ from 
the root a? nfa In SRfll—fqqWl^q^TT cji 31 

the root signifies ‘going’, as the killing of the un-killable 
cow ( aghnya ) was not possible. Ksadanti can mean tfi 

MHil'-dlfrT. i.e., ‘they take the cow near the guest’—a meaning which 
is also relevant here. One who is dearly loved is never killed, and 
he certainly is brought near.” (Page 367) 

“While explaining the word ksatta in his Sudha-Vyakhya on 
the Amarakosa, Bhanuji-DIksita, the son of Bhattoji-DIksita, 
writes: gfi5?fa^f (2.8.59). Here the root ksad has been 
rendered as ‘closing’— samvarana. He accepts the same meaning in 
the word ksatriyah (2.8.1). Swami Dayananda has also accepted 
the same meaning in his Unadi-kosa.” (pages 367-368) 

“Bhanuji-DIksita has explained ksatta in Amarakosa 2.10.3 as 
gRftl, STCf) 3T, ST? Here the meaning of the root ksad is 

indicated as ‘bringing up’. As the killing of the unkillable cow 
(aghnya) and of the unkillable bull ( aghnya ) is impossible, the cow 
and bull were brought up for being donated to a guest—this can also 
be relevant. In the Brahmana sentence, the locative case can be 
considered to he used in the meaning of ‘by reason of’, ‘for’, (page 368) 
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“The foregoing investigations prove that the root ksad has many 
meanings, and it does not mean only ‘to kill’ or ‘to eat’. A meaning 
that is appropriate to the context and one which does not go against 
the accepted principles, that meaning alone is correct in that context, 
and not any other meaning. If nSTT^Jt is a case of transferred 
meaning, then in irenqf it would not be correct to take it 

in a transferred sense as in the previous case, though there is no technical 
impropriety. In the Kusumanjali 3.12, Udayana Acarya holds the 
same view : 

STcTTfermS 5T ETT ^ I 

cT^Tf^JT Sffa: II 

i.e. in the case of a logical connection no other signification is required ; 
in the event of an incongruity another meaning appropriate to the 
context has to be sought. Hence, when the incongruity of killing 
an aghnya or one who is not to be killed arises, we have to seek a 
meaning that suits the context.” (pages 368-369) 

“The readers should consider another piece of evidence from the 
Vedas and Sayana’s commentary thereon, which clearly fortifies 
our interpretation. In the Rgveda 6.13.2 ksatta 

is a derivative of the root ksad. Sayana comments : 

qT $*tTT—^T cTT Wrfa I 

Here Sayana has clearly stated that the root ksad means ‘to give’, 
It merits consideration as to why Sayana has translated the root ksad 
as ‘to give’ against his own statement that ksad is primarily used in 
the sense of ‘killing’. It is clear that here ‘killing’ is not pertinent, 
hence the meaning ‘giving away’. If it is so, then in the passage of the 
Aitareya Brahmana too, the ‘giving of a cow or of a bull ( aghnya —not 
to be killed) is intended. It is but natural, as the killing of one who 
is not to be killed is a contradiction. On setting out for a journey, the 
meaning of saindhavam anaya as ‘bring salt’ would be unwise ; ‘bring 
a horse’ alone would be the relevant meaning, 
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Hence, in the sentence \3gfFi of the Rgvedic Brahmana, 

the meaning ‘he gives a bull or a cow’ alone is proved and pertinent. 
Thus its identity with the frjftff 51 Ff^Tisf 51 of the 

Yajnavalkya-smrti (1.5.199) is established. Upakalpana also means 
‘donating’. 

The Mitaksara realised the impossibility of such a big donation, 
and hence it interpreted it as a polite offer by words alone, in honour 
of the guest. It is indeed impossible to donate bulls every time. How 
can a person have so many of them ? But here an ordinary cow and 
an ordinary bull are enjoined—hence there is no incongruity even in 
donating. 

The meaning of vehata as a miscarrying cow is not appropriate 
here, because such cows cannot always be obtained,” 

(pages 369-370) 

“In this way, by these authoritative proofs it has been settled that 
in riifltj q^(, it means ‘he should present’ and in \ 35 n<rj 05^ it 
means ‘he should donate’. Here the root kfad means ‘to donate’. 
When the root ksad in the sense of ‘to donate’ is attested by the Vedas, 
Sayapa also corroborates it, and all the scriptures from the Vedas 
downwards are replete with the glorious praises of ‘donating a cow’, 
then this meaning alone is correct from all points of view ; it alone 
is appropriate.” (pages 370-371) 

“Scholars mis-understood the root ksad as ‘to kill’, ‘to eat’ because 
they did not find it in the Dhatupatha where the meaning of roots 
are given. Instead, they came across khad (r ?5 fgBrai =5, J^sufr) 
and they imposed the meanings of khad on the root ksad. Whatever 
be the meaning of the root khad of the Dhatupatha, it does not follow 
that the sautra root with ks means the same. When the root ksad 
is attested in the meaning ‘to donate’, and this meaning is also 
appropriate ; when the eating or killing of a cow and bull is prohibited 
and censured in the Satapatha-Brahmana ; when Vedas and other 
scriptures are full of the glories of donating a cow ; when Sage 
Yajnavalkya of the Satapatha Brahmana and the Yajnavalkya-smrti 
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desires the donation or presenting of a cow or bull in madhuparka ; 
when in the Brhadaranyaka which is the 14th book ( kanda ) of the 
Satapatha, Yajnavalkya clearly wants to perpetuate the cows <J5 

cf4 w (14.6.1.4 ; 11.6.3.2), then the unanimity of all these authorities 
proves that in the Aitareya-Brahmana passage too ksadana means 
‘the donation’ of a cow or a bull.” (pages 371-372) 

In the reception to a guest, after the offering of padya, arghya 
etc., several Grhya-sutras and Dharma-sutras prescribe the madhu¬ 
parka and alongwith it the giving of a cow is also enjoined. The 
offering of a big bull or a big goat occurs only in the Yajnavalkya- 
smrti and Vasistha-dharma-sutra, but there is no reference to a 
miscarrying cow ( vehata ). Its relevance is not clear. In the Satapatha 
and Aitareya Brahmanas, there is no imperative injunction, but there 
it is stated as an illustration that as on the arrival of a human king or 
of a learned Brahmana, one would ffgtgf' 51 Bglvjf 51 5^5. (Satapatha) 
or v3Sn°T 51 (Aitareya), likewise one should duly offer 

all the courtesies to King Soma who has arrived as a guest. It means 
that the followers of Yajnavalkya used to present a mahoksa or a 
a mahaja in the reception to a guest alongwith padya, arghya, madhu- 
pcrka, etc. If this is correct, then the intention of the Satapatha and 
Aitareya Brahmanas regarding the mahoksa or mahaja is probably 
the same as that of Yajnavalkya-smrti or the Vasistha-dharma-sutra ; 
for such a reference has not been found in any other book. Then 
how can it be that the word pacet in the ^atapatha-Brahmana and 
ksadante in the Aitareya-Brahmana carry the sense of killing ( himsa ) 
when the meaning of Yajnavalkya-smrti is clearly of non-killing ? 
Hence those who impart the sense of killing to pacet or ksadante, they 
do so without considering the context, which is altogether inappropriate. 

Another point also deserves consideration. Uksa is a bull for 
breeding. High pedigree stud bulls are very few in number. Everyone 
does not own such a bull. One stud bull suffices for a village. If 
a srotriya guest does not own several cows, the presentation of a stud 
bull will be of no use to him, and the host giver will render 
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great disservice to the community of cows. Thus, bringing a big 
stud-bull for presentation to a guest in his reception, does not make 
sense, and much less so killing it. Bringing a stud-bull to receive a 
king also makes no sense, because the king normally owns several 
cows along with proportionate number of bulls in a royal cow-stall. 

If we try to translate uksa as a draught bull, then such a meaning 
is not attested by usage. The word for a draught bull is anaduh. 
Secondly, if one does not present so many and such heavy things to 
a guest as to require a bull to carry them, then one cannot understand 
the propriety of such a presentation. If the bull presented is intended 
for agricultural purposes, it may be appropriate for a srotriya, but not 
for a king. 

The presentation of a big goat can be only for carrying burden, 
but that too does not seem to be proper. 

It is likely that 5T fffra 5r has a spiritual signification, 

which has not been elucidated so far. Scholars should investigate 
it. 

It is certain that the ffjffsf 5 t ffglvjj 51 are not intended to be 
slaughtered. Those who try to force such a meaning, they are in 
the wrong. 


Meaning of Goghno’tithlh 

Raja Rajendra Lala Mitra quotes Colebrooke in his aforesaid 
book ‘Beef in Ancient India’, page 5, lines 20-24 : 

“Colebrooke noticed the subject in his essay on ‘the Religious 
Ceremonies of the Hindus’, in which he says, “it seems to have 
been anciently the custom to slay a cow on this occasion (the 
reception of a guest), and a guest was therefore called GOGHNA 
or cow-killer.” 

Goghnah () has been explained as iflEq.’i 

There is no scope for difference of opinion in this etymology. There 
certainly is difference in the interpretation of Those, who 
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propagate beef-eating, find it handy and interpret goghnah () 
as ‘the killer of a cow’, inspite of the fact that they are aware of the 
multiple meanings of the root han : 

Besides the meaning ‘to kill’, the root g^ in g^Jj^ also means ‘to 
multiply ; to go ; to move ; to obtain ; to attain ; to get ; to touch ; 
to come into contact ; etc. (see the Sanskrit-English dictionaries of 
Monier-Williams and V. S. Apte).’ But they do not want to take 
these meanings into account because by them their main purpose 
of the propagation of beef-eating is not served. According to the 
previous discussions, when any possibility of beef or any other kind 
of meat cannot be proved in the madhuparka rites to entertain a 
guest, but what can be proved is the gifting of a cow, then it is clear 
that the meanings of goghnah (tflsq:) can only be—one who ‘touches’ 
the cow for accepting her in gift and by drinking her milk ; or one who 
‘multiplies’ the number of his cows by taking the cow in gift, etc. 

According to the Dhdtupatha ({JigqiS ) of Acarya Panini which 
reads g^T fgwisfl: the meanings of the root han ( g^ ) are himsa 
(violence) and gati (movement). Gati (iifa) has three meanings ; 
(i) jhana (learning) ; (ii) gamana (going or moving) ; and (iii) prapti 
(obtaining, attaining, getting). The meaning of g-i|^ in tftg’jqjft 
iflEq: is iTRJvf, qictTcl i.e. ‘attained, obtained’. 

Scriptural proof has been adduced under the heading ‘Gift of a 
Cow in Madhuparka’, which makes it clear that there can be no other 
meaning of goghnah ( rf|EH: ) except ‘one who gets a cow in gift’, or 
‘one who takes a cow with him after obtaining her in gift’. 

Panini’s sutra 5 l 5 irf|E;ft 3.4.73 also makes it clear that the 

words 5151 and rf|Eq are formed irregularly in the sense of the dative 
(*FSKI% )• If the dative case (=3gaff) alone had been intended here, 
i.e. if the aim had been to convey that the cow was killed for a guest, 
then the word *1*3151^ would not have been used, but would 
have been employed instead, i.e. an indeclinable (315^21) indicative of 
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the dative case would have been used. But, as it is phrased 
the only sense expressed here is that of gifting. Therefore, the correct 
and genuine signification of is ‘a person to whom a cow is 

gifted’. 

The word gWH occurs in the mantra beginning srfgftg hW: in 
the Rgveda and Yajurveda. Its meaning has been given in Monier- 
Williams’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary on page 1295, column 1, as 
follows : 

—a kind of hand-guard (protecting the hand in archery RV). 

When the word () hastaghna can mean ‘a kind of hand- 
guard’ then why can the meaning of : not be ‘a guest who 

protects a cow’ ? 


The meaning of Atithinir-Gah ( :) and 

Atithigva ( 3|fc(f?jrg ) 

Under the sub-heading ‘Food and Drink’ in Chapter 19 ‘Social 
and Economic Conditions’ of ‘The History and Culture of the Indian 
People’, Vol. I, The Vedic Age, page 393, lines 20-22, Dr. V. M. Apte 
mentions the expression SffofsFltnt: ( 3)fafeHt:+JTI.) and asserts that 
its only meaning is that the cow was slaughtered for a guest. In 
support he cites Rgveda 10.68.3. 

Macdonell and Keith also write under the entry mamsa in the 
Vedic Index, part II, page 145 : 

“the name Atithigva probably means ‘slaying cows for guests’, 
(Bloomfield, American Journal of Philology, 17.426 ; Journal 
of the American Oriental Society, 16, cxxiv. Cf. Atithinirgah ‘cows 
fit for guests’, RV.x.68.3).” 

Prof. Bloomfield has also v/ritten on the problem in the Journal 
of the American Oriental Society, Vol. 16 (1896), page cxxiv line 12 
to page cxxv line 6, in the proceedings of the American Oriental 
Society’s meeting in New York N.Y. on March 29th, 30th and 31st 
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1894, Item No. 17 “On the group of Vedic Words ending in gva 
and gvin ” : 

“The proper name Atithigva has so far as is known, never been 
translated. Grassmann’s gva ‘going’ does not yield appreciable 
sense. 

If we analyse structurally atithi-gv-a ‘he who has or offers a cow 
for the guest’, ‘he who is hospitable’, we have a normal compound, 
normal sense, and a valuable glimpse of Vedic house-practices, known 
hitherto only in the Brahmanas and Sutras. At the arghya ceremony, 
which is performed on the arrival of an honoured guest, the‘prepara¬ 
tion’ of a cow is the central feature. The technical expression is gam 
kurute : see CGS. ii. 15.1 ; AGS, i.24.30.31 ; PGS, i.3.26.30 ; Gobh. 
iv. 10.1 ; ApGS. 13.15 ;HGS.i.l3.10 ; ApDhS. ii.4.8.5. In TS. vi.1.10.1 
the ceremony goes by the name go-argha. There is no reason why this 
simple and natural practice should not be reflected by the hymns, and 
it comports with the character of Atithigva as a generous giver ; 
cf. vi.47.22 ; x.48.8 ; i.130.7 ; also similar statements in reference to 
descendants of Atithigva in viii.68.16.17. The adjective atithin is a 
hapax legamenon in RV. x.68.3 ; it occurs in the expression atithinir 
gah ; and, whatever it may mean, it suggests forcibly the proper name 
in question. The rendering of atithin by ‘wandering’, as given by 
the Petersburg lexicons and Grassmann, is based upon the supposed 
etymology (root at ‘wander’), and reflects the vagueness usual with 
such interpretations. Ludwig’s translation (972) ‘wie gaste kommend’ 
is a compromise between the etymology and the ordinary meaning of 
atithi. The passage in question reads : ‘Brhaspati has divided out 
like barley from bushels the (rain-) cows propitious to the pious, fit for 
guests (atithin), strong, desirable, beautiful in colour, faultless in form, 
after having conquered them from the clouds.’ The proper name 
atithi-gv-a means therefore precisely one who has atithinir gah." 

Prof. Bloomfield gives the technical term qf for the 

‘preparation of a cow’ in the arghya rites ; and in support thereof 
he has cited a number of sutra texts. The expression qi is not 
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found in those sutra texts. It is just possible that the references of 
Grhya-sutras through oversight are not correctly recorded and/or 
printed or the wordings in place of tit may slightly differ in the 
original texts ; for example : Asvalayana-grhya-sutra 1.24.23 reads 
ffl Gobhila-grhya-sutra reads qyg iff ^T^mdlSTTsjf^RT 
(4.10.19) and JScRqftpJHH (4.10.22) ; Apastambiya-Dharma- 
sutra 2.4.8.5 reads But a number of sutra texts 

from among them have been interpreted as putting forth madhuparka 
with meat. These passages have already been discussed under the 
headings ‘Paraskara-grhya-sutra and Asvalayana-grhya-sutra’. 

Prof. Bloomfield has taken Atithigva aitflfsjrei as the proper name 
of a person who is described as a noble generous giver, and he has 
cited Rgveda 6.47.22 (6.4.4.22), 10.48.8 (10.4.6.8) and 1.130.7 (1.19.4.7) 
in support. In the English translations of these mantras Griffith and 
Wilson have also taken it as the name of a person and not as ‘cow- 
slaughterer’. Their English translations are as quoted below : 

RV. 6.47.22 (6.4.4.20) 

Griffith : Out of the bounty, Indra, hath Prastoka bestowed ten 
coffers and ten mettled horses. We have received 
in turn from Divodasa Sambara’s wealth, the gift of 
Atithigva. 

Wilson : Prastoka has given to thy worshipper, Indra, ten purses 
of gold, and ten horses, and we have accepted this 
treasure from Divodasa, the spoil won by Atithigvan 
from Shambara. 

RV. 10.48.8 (10.4.6.8) 

Griffith : Against the Gungus I made Atithigva strong, and 
kept him mid the folk like Vrtra-conquering strength ; 
when I won glory in the great foe-slaying fight, in battle 
where Karanja fell, and Parnaya. 

Wilson : I prepared Atithigva for (the protection of) the Gungus, 

I upheld him, the destroyer of enemies, as sustance 
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amongst the people ; when I gained renown in the 
great Vrtra-battle, in which Parnaya and Karanja 
were slain. 

RV. 1.130.7 (1.19.4.7) 

Griffith : For Puru thou hast shattered, Indra, ninety forts, 
for Divodasa thy boon servant with thy bolt, O Dancer, 
for thy worshipper. 

For Atithigva he, the Strong, brought Sambara 
from the mountain down. 

Distributing the mighty treasure with his strength, 
parting all treasures with his strength. 

Wilson : For Puru, the giver of offerings, for the mighty 
Divodasa ; thou, Indra the dancer (with delight in 
battle), hast destroyed ninety cities, dancer (in 
battle), thou hast destroyed them with (thy thunderbolt) 
for (the sake of) the giver of offerings. For (the sake 
of) Atithigva, the fierce (Indra) hurled Sambara from 
off the mountain bestowing (upon the prince) immense 
treasure, (acquired) by (his) prowess ; all kinds of 
wealth (acquired) by (his) prowess. 

The meaning of the word atithigva () has been given 
in Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary as under :— 

‘To whom guests should go’ 

Besides this, no other meaning has been given. There is not even 
the slightest inkling of cow-slaughter in this meaning. Therefore, 
the noun atithigva () can never imply ‘to slaughter a cow 
for a guest’ ; or ‘a guest who gets a cow slaughtered’. 

Shri Kanhaiyalal Maniklal Munshi, Chairman of Bharatiya Vidya 
Bhawan, Bombay, in his Hindi novel ‘Lopamudra’, page 34, lines 
16-17 has indicated Atithigva as a particular person and has interpreted 
this word as ‘one who serves beef to a guest’, while Prof. Bloomfield, 
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after analysing this word structurally atithi-gv-a has interpreted it as 
‘he who has or offers a cow for the guest’ or ‘he who is hospitable’ and 
Monier-Williams has interpreted it in his Dictionary as ‘to whom 
guest should go’. Shri K. M.- Munshi in interpreting it as ‘one who 
serves beef to a guest’ has given neither any etymology nor other 
testimony nor has Atithigva been shown in the story as actually serving 
beef to a guest. When a person of the standing of Shri K. M. Munshi 
propagates in this manner, then there is no wonder if ordinary public 
is misled. 

Those who insist to find cow-slaughter in atithigva ( aifclfsitg ) 
and atithinir gah are clearly prejudiced. The basis 

of their prejudice is the predilection of Western scholars like Keith, 
Macdonell and others who are insistent in their efforts to prove that 
the Aryans were uncivilized. 

The expression atithinir gah —3rfqf?pftnf: (SlfafSi^+iTT: ) occurs 
in Rgveda 10.68.3 whose meaning has been clarified by Bloomfield in 
the Journal of the American Oriental Society. The original mantra 
reads : 

snsqqf ajfafajftfrfTTT: ijqurf siqqsreiqT: i 

f^qfa: qqq*q> fq<jqf fan? 3$ qqftre feqfqsq: II 

\o.%sA ) 

After resolution of the sandhis this will read as follows : 

8 9 10 11 12 13 

srrsqq?, srfofqjfr:, ^qT^f:, ^quif:, ajqqwu:, 

1 15 1 2 7 3 5 

IS’Fqfa:, qqq^q:, fqrjqf, fq*, UT, 3$, qqq, 

4 6 

fq, f^qfqvq: I 

The literal meaning of this as given by Prof. Bloomfield in the Journal 
of the American Oriental Society is as follows : 

( 1. ) Brhaspati ( 2. ftf, 3. \3f?t) has divided out (4. f^ ) 

like ( 5. ) barley (6. ) from the bushels ( 7. iji: ) 
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the (rain-)cows (8. ) (which are) propitious to the pious, 

(9. ajfafspft: )fit for the guest, ( 10. ) strong, (11. FTT§f: ) 

desirable, ( 12. ) beautiful in colours, ( 13. ) faultless 

in form ( 14. fqqpf) after having conquered them (15. ) 

from the clouds. 

H. H. Wilson has translated it as under : 

“Brhaspati brings unto (the gods), after extricating them from 
the mountains, the cows that are the yielders of pure (milk), ever 
in motion, the objects of search and of desire, well-coloured and of 
unexceptionable form, (as men bring) barley from the granaries.” 
(RV. x.5.8.3.) 

And Ralph T. H. Griffith has translated it as follows : 

“Brhaspati, having won them from the mountains, strewed down, 
like barley out of winnowing-baskets, the vigorous wandering 
cows who aid the pious, desired of all, of blameless form, well- 
coloured.” 

In both these English translations of the Rgveda mantra, no-where 
is there any indication that the words aitihlnlh and gah suggest the 
meaning of ‘a guest who causes the slaughter of a cow’. Bloomfield’s 
interpretation of the words atithigva and atithinirgah in the Journal of 
the American Oriental Society also does not indicate even a remote 
hint of cow-slaughter and to the contrary he has taken them as proper 
names. 

The word atithirii (aifcTfspft) can be formed only by adding the 
possessive suffix-ini. Meanings with the possessive suffix can be 
‘with a guest’ ; ‘one whose the guests are’ ; ‘one for whom the guests 
come’ ; ‘one who is useful to guests’ etc. and the cow can be useful 
to the guests only by her milk, curd, ghee etc. If one contends that 
she can also be useful by her beef, then she will be useful only once for 
a guest and it will become impossible for a man of common status to 
slaughter a new cow every time he receives a guest. Reception of 
guests is as important to a common man as it is to an affluent person, 
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Taking into account all these considerations, atithimrgdh will 
mean ‘cows fit for guests, i.e. for serving them with milk, yoghurt, 
ghee, etc.’, and atithigva will mean ‘the person to whom a guest should 
go’, i.e., a host whose hospitality with milk products a guest should 
accept. 


Culinary Impossibility of Mixing Meat 
with Madhuparka 

Late Pt. Shripad Damodar Satavalekar has written in the section 
on Madhuparka, in his ‘Go-Jfiana-Kosa, Ancient Period Vedic Section, 
Part I, which is translated below :— 

“We do not know it fully as none in our family has ever tasted 
meat, as we have been strict vegetarians. Even then we have 
enquired from our non-vegetarian friends who have informed us 
that no preparation of meat is prepared with honey or candy-sugar. 
Whatsoever preparations of meat are, they are all salted and spiced. 
If this is true, then how can madhuparka be prepared with meat ? 
Because it is madhuparka, i.e. it is a sweet preparation mixed 
(qqf) with honey (FTtj). Nothing is prepared from meat by 
mixing it with honey or candy-sugar, but meat is always mixed 
with salt and spices.” 

To verify its truth, we wrote and enquired from the Institute of 
Hotel Management, Catering and Nutrition; and a number of hoteliers. 
Their replies are reproduced hereunder : 

Institute of Hotel Management, Catering and Nutrition, Pusa, 
New Delhi-12 writes in its letter No. ICT/PA/2/69/192, dated 
29-1-69 : 

“No popular or famous dishes have been prepared so far out of 
meat and sugar in classical French, Indian or English cookery. 
Of course, this does not mean that the sweet meat preparations 
cannot be prepared, but the problem that has to be faced is the 
consumer’s acceptibility and market potentiality.” 
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It is clear from the above that no sweet dish is prepared with meat. 
If prepared, consumers will not relish it and it will be difficult to 
sell it. 

Hotel Oberoi Intercontinental, Wellesley Road, New Delhi-11 
writes in its letter dated 11-2-1969 : 

“I would like to point out that no sweet meat preparations are 
made by us and whatsoever no meat is used for our dessert 
preparations.” 

From this also it is evident that no sweet is prepared with meat ; 
meat is not mixed in any sweet dish ; and meat preparations are only 
salted and spiced. An honoured guest is entertained only by serving 
what is most delicious and what he likes best. When in the refinement 
of culinary art there is no sweet dish prepared with or from meat, 
then how is it possible that meat should have been added to madhuparka 
at the reception of an honoured guest ? 

Some people add a little sugar to salted spiced vegetable 
preparations, but it cannot be maintained on this basis that vegetable 
preparations are sweet. Nobody will relish vegetables prepared with 
sugar alone. In the same way if somebody perchance adds a little 
sugar to salted and spiced meat preparations, then they do not become 
meat containing sweets. Salt or spices are not mentioned among the 
ingredients of madhuparka. In such circumstances, mixing of meat 
in madhuparka will be a sweet meat preparation devoid of salt and 
spices which has neither been seen nor heard of so far. Then it is 
beyond comprehension, how an honoured guest would relish the 
addition of meat to madhuparka. If we apply our minds seriously, 
then the mixing of meat in madhuparka is impossible. 


Madhuparka System in Siberia 

Doctor Lokesh Chandra, Director of Saraswati Vihar (International 
Academy of Indian Culture), New Delhi and son of late Dr. Raghuvira, 
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the well known Indologist, has given an instance of his experience with 
madhuparka, which is narrated below in his own words :— 

“Deep in the heart of Eastern Siberia lies the Aginsky Monastery 
which has been renowned for its inexhaustible manuscript resources 
and unparalleled scholarship. Till the thirties of our century it 
continued the academic and spiritual traditions of the Nalanda 
University. On the midnight of 14/15 June 1967 we reached this 
Aginsky Monastery, a legend for those who have taken interest in 
Eastern Siberia, in her thought and her deep traditions. For 
the first time in our life we were received in national style with 
madhuparka comprising of yoghurt ( dahi ), milk and honey in 
silver spoons from silver vessels.” 

This shows that even meat-eaters of Russian Siberia do not include 
any kind of meat in madhuparka and as such it is beyond doubt that 
there is not even an inkling of meat in madhuparka and the statement 
that madhuparka is never without meat is baseless and wrong. 

Conclusion 

It is clear from the above considerations that there is no possibility 
of mixing meat in madhuparka. Due to shortage of time, even the 
possibility of preparing milk-rice-pudding () then and there 
and serving it to entertain the guest is rather slight. It may be possible 
that parched barley ( sattu ) besides milk, curd and ghee was mixed 
with madhuparka as is prescribed in Baudhayana-grhya-sutra 1.2.54 
(arerecft fqceFT ) an< * Hiranyakesi-grhya-sutra 1.12.10. Even 

nowadays in the countryside of Bihar and Uttar Pradesh, guests 
coming from far-off - places at summer time are served with parched 
barley (sattu) dissolved in water mixed with sugar, 



WERE COW-SLAUGHTER, MEAT SACRIFICE 
AND MEAT-EATING PREVALENT 
IN THE VEDIC AGE ? 

By constant propaganda it has been dinned into the minds of 
several people that during the Vedic age killing was a part of yajna, 
even cows were slaughtered, beef and other kinds of meat were 
commonly eaten ; and the total prohibition of killing ( ahimsd ) came 
into vogue in the Buddhist and Jain period. It is true that before 
the Buddhist and Jain period, by misunderstanding, killing became 
prevalent among people to some measure, but it is totally false that 
in the Vedic age there was killing in yajna, or meat-eating prevailed. 
A number of people think that the cow is considered aghnya (3lE?Jn) 
‘un-killable’ in the Vedas, but there is no prohibition regarding the 
Killing of other animals and hence animals were slaughtered in the 
yajnas —this assumption also is false. 

The high respect accorded to the cow in Vedic times has been 
described in details by the late Pandit Shripad Damodar Satavalekar 
in his Go-jnana-kosa (published by the Svadhyaya Mandal, Anand- 
ashram, P.O. Pardi, Dist. Balsar, Gujarat), by Pandit Dinanath Sharma 
in his ^ri-sanatana-dharmaloka, and by Pandit Dharmadev Vidya- 
vacaspati in his Vedon ka Yathartha Svarupa(published by the Gurukul 
Kangri University), A few extracts are being cited here which clearly 
prove that in Vedic times there was neither cow-slaughter, nor beef¬ 
eating, nor the killing of other animals and the eating of their meat. 
Those who want to go into greater details they should study the three 
Works just referred to. 

The Inviolability of the Cow 

By a careful reflection of the Vedic mantras it becomes clear that 
the cow is inviolable. This has been spoken of in a number of ways 
in the Vedic mantras. In the Veda, the very name of ‘a cow and 
bull’ is aghnya (aiwj). It means ‘inviolable’. Whose name itself 
is ‘inviolable’, its cutting up or slaughter is impossible. Vedic words 
are full of meaning, they are significant, and intrinsically relevant. 

n 
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Therefore whose name is aghnya or ‘inviolable’, its slaughter 

is impossible in Vedic times. And without slaughter, the offering of 
beef in havan is altogether impossible. The hypothesis of the slaughter 
of cows and the offering of beef in gomedha are all figments without 
any foundation. 

Thus the word go has several meanings like, cow, her milk, her 
yoghurt, her butter, her sour-milk, her ghee, her urine, her dung, her 
hide, her hair, her bone, etc. In the Veda it is used chiefly in the 
sense of ‘milk’ and ‘ghee’. This is specially to be borne in mind. 

TTtftr: HcSTT I Rg. 9.46-4 

The literal meaning of this mantra is : ‘mix ( srinita sfloffa) soma 
(matsaram TTvflftf) with the cows ( gobhih rflftf:)’. The words literally 
convey that mix the whole of soma with a whole cow. But here it 
means : ‘mix soma-juice with the milk of a cow’. Here the whole 
has been used for its part. Milk is a part of the cow, and a part of 
soma is its juice. Here the mixing of these two parts alone is intended. 
Such was the idiom of Vedic speech. It is a mode of language. If 
this mode is understood then no doubt remains. 

If in this mantra we do not translate the word go as ‘cow’s milk’, 
and interpret it as ‘mix soma with a cow’, then it has no congruency 
of meaning, because soma cannot be mixed with a cow by any means. 
The cow is a long and broad animal specy, and soma is the juice of a 
creeper. How can they be mixed ? Soma cannot be mixed with a 
living cow, nor with a whole dead cow. If the proponents of cow- 
slaughter and beef were still to insist that ‘ soma can be mixed with 
the flesh of a cow after slaughtering her’, then we shall have to set 
aside the real meaning of gau as a cow, but we will have to understand 
it in the secondary meaning of ‘beef’ as a figurative extension. In 
such a situation when we have to give up the real meaning of the word 
gau as ‘cow’ and we are compelled to resort to its subsidiary 
meaning of ‘beef’, then why should we not take gau ift as meaning 
‘cow’s milk’, which will be easier to mix with soma juice. Those who 
interpret it as ‘beef’ they will have to go to the length of taking it as 
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‘the meat of a dead cow’. It will be easier and more befitting than 
that if we interpret it as ‘the milk of a living cow’. Because the principle 
is that the closer the subsidiary meaning to its primary the better it 
is to that extent. 


The Primary Principle of the Veda 

The primary principle of the Veda is to view all beings in friendly 
compassion. So we can say that those who saw all beings with friendly 
love, how could they slaughter others for their stomach ? Friendly 
love will lead to the dedication of one’s own life for others, and it is 
impossible that the loved one is slaughtered for the stomach. The 
primary principle of the Veda is exemplified by the following : 

i- ■fosstr jtt i 

May all beings behold me with the eyes of a friend. 

eift^ l 

I behold all beings with the eyes of a friend. 

We behold each other with the eyes of a friend. 

(Vajasanehi-samhita 36.18) 


2. FsapgTr i (^twT TrfferT x.l.R*) 

Behold all with the eyes of a friend. (Maitrayani Samhita 4.9.27) 

3. fsra: (arqcfa? 

May I be dear to all animals. (Atharvaveda 17.1.4) 

4 FT fFFSF ITT STF?fiF qmfF I 

fJrsr^CTTS^ IJjTTfa I 

FrF^TFt I 

O Dispeller of all pangs and ignorance () strengthen me 
( FI )• May all beings ( TPTffa ) regard ( FiftSFFt ) me ( FT) 
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with the eye of a friend ()• May I regard (315 ) 

all beings (JJcTTPt) with the eye of a friend (xfgpr )• 
May all of us regard ( ) each other with the eye of a friend 

( fasl'WI xIOTI) (Yajurveda 36.18) 

This is the commandment of the Veda. Here it admomishes us not 
only to regard all men with the eye of a friend, but the entire gamut 
of sentient beings. Then should one kill one’s friend for one’s 
stomach. If he is to be killed, then where is the friendly eye. The 
Vedic people who followed the prime principle of the Veda to 
regard all beings or the entire sentient world with the eye of a friend, 
could never even imagine to slaughter them to eat. So it will have 
to be accepted that due to some extraneous causes meat-eating intruded 
into the Aryans. The natural diet of the Aryans was vegetarian. 

In the Bhagavata-mahapurana 7.14.9 we find the same assertion : 

II (>ftqo?TTo V9. . $.) 

“Deer, camel, donkey, monkey, rats, creeping animals, birds, and 
flies—one should consider them like one’s own sons ; what difference 
is there between them and the sons ?” (Srimad-Bhagavata 7.14.9) 

ftlT^ *15 II 

(sfttT. ITT. W.z) 

“For men seeking true piety there is no other such virtue as 
abstinence from violence to living beings, perpetrated through mind, 
speech and body.” (Srimad-Bhagavata 7.15.8) 

Ahimsa in the Veda 

The Veda enjoins the non-killing not of the cow alone, but it calls 
uppn the non-killing of all the bipeds and quadrupeds, The prime 
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principle of the Veda is to view all beings with the eye of a friend. 
Consider the following supporting passages : 


qSTITRFq q^jq. 

<TTf| 

II 


Vt 

ITT 

ST5TT: 

u 

Jfpfq 

\RAR 

•• 

m fi^fr 

. . ... 

II 

q^q? 

K-*R 

aifq " " 

ITT fjbft 

:. 

II 

q^q? 


?ii m 

%Ttf£qTq 


II 

qtgqq 


STT ITT 

. qiFsrqn 

II 

q^qq 


SUIJTJrfq 

.ht 


II 


tV*o 

ITT 


3^ 

II 

q^qq 

tv* 


ITT fgqq> ITT 5*3^: II 3fqq^q 

“Do not kill any of the creatures, like the horse, goat, bipeds, 
quadrupeds, wool-giving animals and human beings.” Reading 
these mantras alongwith those propounding the principle of the friendly 
eye, the Vedic admonition of non-killing (ahimsa ) will become 
apparently clear. View the generality of sentient beings with a friendly 
eye, and never kill them—this is the admonition of the Veda to men. 
Inspite of such a clear injunction, Europeans constrain to think that 
non-killing (ahimsa) was not so strict in the Veda as it became in later 
times. 

Pandit Dharmadeva Vidya-vachaspati has given a clear exposition 
of non-killing ( ahimsa ) in the Vedas on pages 498-499 of his book 
Vedon ka Yatharth Svarup (published by the Gurukul Kangri, 
Haridwar). A few extracts from it are cited below : 

itt fl^n^qr srsrr n qsjo n 

“May you be illumined by the mighty rays of knowledge 
(HEjfa: »T1TR() and may you not kill ( ITT fBtft: ) the creatures 
(SKHlOhy your body ( vFqi)”. (Yajurveda 12.32). 
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^ ^Tf^nrjifagffcT ^ ^ ^3 snafk i 

q^ ^ eqk. T^rfpcT et ?t siTcn^ snirkr ^ *f: <153 arrafer ll 

“Those noble souls who practise meditation and other yogic ways, 
Who are ever careful about all beings, who protect all animals, 
they also care for our spiritual progress. They always take care 
that our behaviour does not a fflict any animal ”. (Atharva-Veda 
19.48.5). 

faq: q^qf Vs.v) 

“May I be dear to the animals”. (Atharvaveda 17.4) 

One who protects the animals, and regards theift with a kindly 
heart, he alone can be dear to them, and not one who slaughters them 
—this is quite clear. 

It may be acceded to, that the totally complete and singularly 
unqualified non-killing ( ahimsa ) propagated by the Jains and 
Buddhists is not found to such a degree in the Veda, but it is 
unreasonable to say that the principle of non-killing ( ahimsa ) did 
not exist in the Veda. The Veda preaches ahimsa alone as the 
common norm of behavior, but in special circumstances like war 
it does not enjoin to refrain from killing. Veda enjoins ahimsa of 
a type in which killing necessitated by a great national war is not 
ruled out. But should one desire to kill others for his stomach, 
such killing is not permitted by the Veda. The readers should 
clearly bear this difference in mind. In fact, it is the Vedas alone 
that propound the true principle of non-killing (ahimsa). So the 
Aryas who follow the Veda try to save the insects moving on the 
road, and if some are crushed by oversight that horrifies them and 
they recede back uttering ‘Ram Ram—in repentance, and 
they also safeguard sparrows and pigeons who lay eggs in their 
houses. 

A number of modern scholars think that in the Vedic ag6 the 
cow was surely killed at gomedha. They adduce in proof that the 



Were Cow-Slaughter etc. Prevalent in the Vedic Age ? Wi 

Vedic Names of the Cow 

kalivarjya sections prohibit gomedha in this Kali-age. But they entirely 
forget that in the Zend Avesta scriptures of the Parsis, there is surely 
no cow-slaughter in the gomez yajna which is equivalent to the Vedic 
gomedha, and in their soma-yaga also there is no slaughter, but the 
juice of the soma creeper alone is used. European scholars make a 
comparative study, but as soon as comparative studies prove ahimsfi 
they give up this basis. When the gomez yajna of the Parsis can be 
accomplished without cow-slaughter, then why not the gomedha of 
the Vedic Aryans. 

Medha does not imply killing or slaughter at all. For instance 
we may cite the words grhamedha () and pitrmedha ( fqg£ftj ). 
Just as honouring the father is intended in pitrmedha (), and 
just as sanitary and other conditions of well-being of a house are 
explicity predominant in grhamedha (), likewise in gomedha 
too honouring of the cow and the preservation of her health were 
naturally desired. Manu has also said : 

si’itiTqfr sigiqf: aqoin i 

“Teaching is brahma-yajha (gjJpIiT), pleasing the parents is pitri-medha 
( ), offering of homa is deva-yajiia ( ) offering of food 

to worms and insects is bhuta-yajna (ijcrafT), and honouring the guests 
is nr-yajna — nara-medha )”. (Manu 3.70) 

Vedic Names of the Cow 

The Vedic lexicon Nighantu gives nine synonyms of the cow. 
Out of them the following three bear the meaning ‘not to be killed’. 

1. aghnya ( at—E-ZH )=not to be killed. 

2. ahi ( 31—) =not to be killed. 

3. aditi ( 3 i—f^fer) =not to be cut to pieces. 

These three synonyms clearly indicate that the cow should not be 
slaughtered. First we showed that the names of yajnas imply non¬ 
killing ( ahimsd ), now we see that the synonyms of the cow show the 
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same non-killing. The intrinsic meaning of the synonyms of the cow 
itself proclaims that the cow is holy, and therefore she should never 
be slaughtered. The same meaning is the basis of a stanza in the 
Mahabharata : 

5% *T€rT STTU 1 

fl »TT g ll (RATT.^To 

“The very name of the cows is aghnya that is the cow is not to be 
slaughtered. Then who can slay them. Those who kill a cow cr 
a bull, they commit a most heinous crime”. 

(Mahabharata, Santiparva 262.47) 

Synonyms of Yajna 

From among the synonyms of yajna, the word adhvara, ( ) 

occurs in several mantras of the Veda. Its very meaning is ‘non-killing’. 
The word dhvara ( EcR ) denotes killing ( 316^: ), 

it is prohibited by the word a-dhvara, The presence of the word 
a-dhvara meaning ‘non-killing’ among the synonyms of yajna proves 
that any type of killing is not appropriate in a yajna or medha. The 
word medha ( ) has three meanings : ‘increasing intelligence ; 

attending ; and killing’ ( ffg f|^FF?FW^ ^ )• The word medha has a 
nuiance of killing, but it also signifies ‘increasing ; attending’. Thus 
the etymological meanings of go-medha (rfF-^Fu) can be : (1) increasing 
the cows. (2) attending the cows, and (3) killing the cows. The readers 
themselves should consider which of the three meanings is intended. 
By association with the word a-dhvara (31E3T) ‘non-killing’ for a 
yajna the idea of cow-killing has to be discarded, and the other two 
meanings remain. Rearing the cows, multiplying them and eugenic 
cow-breading is meant by ‘attending the cows’. All these are 
comprehended by gomedha ( tfl^FtJ) but not cow-killing ; this is clear 
even by considering just the synonyms of yajna. 

Prohibition of Cow-Slaughter 

nt wr fswsrq. n y^ n 

Sgcf 5I5IT?r”in II II \\) 
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“The cow is illustrious and inviolable, therefore do not slay her 
(Yajurveda 13.43). The cow is inviolabe and she yields ghee for the 
people, therefore do not slay the cow, (Yajurveda 13.49)”. 

Thus, slaughter of cows is prohibited, it is a clear injunction against 
killing them. 

The Incomparable Cow 

The Veda enjoins that for everything else there is a comparison, 
but the cow is beyond comparison ; so many are the beneficences 
conferred by her on man. For it, see the following mantra : 

35 ll 

“The effulgence of knowledge can be compared to the sun, the 
Heavens ( ) can be compared to the sea, the earth is very vast, 

yet Indra is vaster than her, but the cow cannot be compared to 
anything.” (Yajurveda 23.48) 

Behold ! how the Vedas describe the loftiness of the cow. 
Though the word gau () is used for the earth also, but in the above 
mantra the word gau (ift) stands for the cow alone, and the passage 
expresses its (cow’s) incomparability in so many words. 

Advantages of the Cow 

q*T> *tt gvfat ll 

{m.o 

“May this inviolable cow yield milk for both the Asvini, and may she 
prosper for our great good fortune” (Rg 1.164.27).” In this mantra 
it is said that may the inviolable cow prosper ( ?TT 31E?2|2ri ) 

this mantra deserves careful reflection. Mr. Griffith translates it 
as ‘and may she prosper to our high advantage’. When this 
mantra proves that the increase of cows leads to the growth of our 
fortune, then whence arises the possibility of slaughtering the cow ? 
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The numerical increase of the cow and the enhancement of its quality 
leads to numerous advantages for man—this has been propounded by 
the Veda without reservations and in several ways. Such great 
importance was attached to the cow in Vedic times. So we can say 
that in Vedic times efforts of the pious were directed to the improve¬ 
ment of the cow. Also see Rg-veda 1.164.40 : 

-fltTSIcft fij VTOT ^ I 

(3£° ?. W.vo) 

“May the cow eat the best of grass, may she be blessed, and by her 
may we also be blessed with wealth. O inviolable cow ( 31 E^)) ! ever 
feed on grass ( got ) and coming back ( 311-^^) drink pure 
water ( fag ). 

What the cow should be fed has been clearly spoken of in the 
mantra. The cow should eat grass alone, and when a cow is kept 
there should be such arrangements as she gets the best grass. Milk 
obtained from a cow that eats the best grass and drinks pure water— 
that alone is health-bestowing for man. The milk which is obtained 
from a cow fed on fried dishes, grains, decaying produce and human 
excreta, etc.—that cannot be so wholesome. 

The following mantra is note-worthy in this respect : 

*1JT II (aw&S*.W. 

“All the herbs that inviolable cows feed on, and all those on which 
goats and sheep feed, may all of them increase your well-being.” 
Griffith has translated the word aghnyd ( ) as ‘whom none 

may slaughter’. If the word aghnyd ( 3|E^JT) standing f or the ‘cow’ 
has this meaning, and her slaughter is not proper then on what basis 
do European scholars opine that beaf-eating was prevalent among 
the Atmans ? 
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Animals in Yajna 

Whatever man offered to the gods in yajna, that he ate himself—on 
this basis European scholars have written : 

“The usual food of the Vedic Indian, as far as flesh was concerned, 

can be gathered from the list of sacrificial victims ; what man ate 

he presented to gods—i.e. the sheep, the goat and the ox”. (Vedic 

Index, Vol. II, page 147, lines 10-13). 

It means that all the offered animals were slaughtered and eaten. 
It appears from what follows in the Vedic Index that according 
to the Europeans the horse was killed at asvamedha, but they have 
specified that the Vedic Aryans mostly did not eat horse-meat. It is 
really considerate of the Europeans that they have spared the Aryans 
from eating horse-meat. Because of the general European belief that 
what was offered at yajna was eaten, and that the horse was slaughtered 
at yajna, it was difficult for the Aryans to be spared from it. But in 
the book ‘Vedic Index’ it is clearly stated that horse-meat was not 
eaten—so we tender them our thanks. 

If Europeans concede the exceptions that inspite of human sacrifice 
at narmedha () human meat was not consumed, and inspite of 
the sacrifice of a horse at asvamedha, horse-meat also was not eaten, 
then what objection do they have to accept the fact that the flesh of 
other animals was also not partaken of. Now remains the question 
of animal-offering in the Vedic yajna. Under the sub-head ‘Ahimsd 
(non-violence) in the Veda’ and ‘Synonyms of Yajna’, we have come to 
the conclusion that in the Vedic yajna there was no slaughter or offering 
of animals ; and as a general rule violence to all beings is forbidden 
in the Vedas. 

According to Ralph T. H. Griffith’s translation, Atharva-Veda 
provides that : 

(i) “Horses are the grains ; Oxen the winnowed rice-grains ; gnats 
the husks CTr, ) 11.3.5 
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(ii) The grains of corn have now become a cow ; the sesamuitt 
her calf (UHT ) 18.4.32.” 

The above quotations indicate that wherever prescriptions of 
oblation of cow are apparent, there they mean only corn (barley), 
rice, sesamum etc. and not animal flesh. 

According to Mimansa-darsana—§spr5qT5qgfgpJn ?T$g|U| 

JJtJI 10.3.65—a Brahmana takes away a cow or horse 

as a gift (erfOTT) just as he does in the case of gold daksina. This 
proves that in yajna, cows and horses were assembled for giving 
away to Brahmanas in daksina. 

Cattle Exhibitions at Yajfia 

Here it must be pointed out that the meaning ‘to come together’* 
of the root medhr ( ) is supported by several episodes of yajnas 

in the Mahabharata. For instance, in the Asvamedha-parva of 
the Mahabharata it is narrated as follows : (The references of chapter 
and verse numbers are from Gita Press edition followed by Bhandarkar 
Research Institute edition). 

3T553TT % q q*iq: SHTfr I 

smTjftcTPT 3 II 85.32; 87.6 

nF^q^q qq q i 

qfcqJTfq q q^rfq J^Tq^fq qqtfa q II 85.33; 87.7 

*%3TTqj3fqqrfq q 1 

qqqT^qqTrnfq wmfq 3£^q q II 85.34; 87.8 

qq qq qgifiqqqTFqq; I 

qqqTS ^qT q* fq^qqmqqTt || 85.35; 87 9 

“In the pavilion of the yajna, people saw all kinds of land and 
water animals which had been brought there. There were several 
kinds of cows, she-buffalos, old women, water creatures, beasts of 
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prey and birds. Viviparous and ovoparous creatures, creatures 
born of sweat and plants of mountainous and lacustrine regions— 
all were to be seen there. Thus seeing the pavilion abundant in 
animals, cows, wealth and grains, and filled with joy, the kings 
were in ecstacy.” 

This clearly proves that exhibitions were held at gomedha, naramedha, 
asvamedha and avimedha, etc. 

Meat Sacrifice 

Whether meat should be used in the yajfia or not is a dilferent 
matter. Our opinion is that yajnas were without meat, but for 
argument’s sake if we consider yajnas with meat, then we will 
come to know that the modern altar (vedi—of the yajna is 
two-fold : 

(1) purva altar, and 

(2) uttara altar. 

In the purva altar there were several altars in which only grain was 
offered, and meat is never mentioned. Meat is said to be offered 
only in the uttar a altar. If the two adjectives of altar, purva and 
uttara, are understood as ‘ancient times’ (purra-kdla) and ‘later times’ 
( uttara-kala , then it is clearly proved that only grains were offered 
on the ancient {purva) altar, and meat began to be offered on the later 
(i uttara ) altar. 

The altar on which meat is offered nowadays, that is the later 
altar. Uttara-vedi clearly means the altar that came into vogue in 
later times, i.e. in the ancient yajnas, this altar did not exist at all. 
The altars which existed in ancient times, the purva (ancient) altars’ 
are still found. In the purva altar only pure grain is offered, and meat 
is offered on the uttara altar. Not only that, but first the offering of 
grains was completely finished on the purva altars, and then offering 
on the meat-altar started. Meat is never offered in the early part of 
the yajna, only grains are offered, and in the later days of yajna meat 
is offered in the uttara altar, 
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If is clearly proved that in very ancient times, the yajfia was 
performed at purva altars on which only grains were offered, and 
the offering of later times comprised of the offering of meat at the 
uttara altar. If somebody insists that meat yajnas were prevalent 
during the period of the Brahmanas, then he will have to agree to 
the fact that this was not the vogue in ancient times and only 
meat-less yajnas were prevalent in those days. 

If meat yajnas began in later times, it was to prevent meat-greedy 
men of sinister nature to continue this disposition. With this end 
in view it must have been ordained that if meat has to be eaten then 
partake of it only in yajnas, so as to save daily slaughter. This seems 
to be the intent of the following stanza of the Srimad Bhagavata 
Purana 11.21.29 : 

It ft femTciwr: i 

*t*t: mr o;er ft sri^T ii 

(sifttTolTTo 

Lord Sri Krsna said to Udhava— 

“Not knowing My implicit view, if sensuous men find pleasure in 
violence, then they should indulge in it only in yajUa”, 

From the above it is clear that it is not a general injunction, It 
has been ordained only for the purpose of putting a curb on sensuous 
pleasures and not as a general injunction to duty. 

Lord Krsna has said further : 

ftsTTfer?T*T 0T553st: I 

(sftaalTTo 

“People who find enjoyment in violence, out of wickedness and for 
the gratification of their pleasures they slaughter animals, offer the 
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meat in yajflas, and thereby make a pretence of worshipping the gods, 
manes and rulers of evil spirit. 

Srimad-Bhagawata has stated clearly earlier also that animals 
killed in sacrifice take their revenge by devouring their killer in the 
next birth : 

_ gTP-TT! I _ 

fw^T: jfcq ^ cTT^, || 

“Those who are ignorant of this real Dharma (that is in yajfia, 
the touching of animal is enjoined—not its killing—rRff: 3TTe5*R—^ 
f^Ti Srimad Bhagavat 11.5.13) and though wicked and haughty, account 
themselves virtuous, kill animals without any feeling of remorse or 
fear of punishment, and are devoured by those very animals in their 
next birth.” (Srimad Bhagvata 11.5.14) 

In the Mahabharata also, which is considered as a fifth Veda, 
animal killing is prohibited in yajna : 

Jrftrqsg: sr «r stron^crc: ti 

(Mahabharata, Anusasana-parva 115.43 : 116.45) 

The wretch among men who, pretending to follow the path of religious 
rites and yajnds laid down in the Veda, would kill living creatures 
from greed of its flesh would certainly go to hell. 

Persons indulging in ‘meat sacrifice’ were considered so low, that 
it was prohibited even to take food from their house : 

31?^ ensure fk it 
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O most righteous souls ! Indeed anyone eating the food cooked 
in the house even of a householder consecreted for a yajna other than 
one involving animal slaughter and different from the one known by 
the name Sautramani is not defiled (thereby). 

(£rimad Bhagavata X.23.8) 

Kalivarjya Section 

Some people assert that in the kali-varjya sections asvamedha. 
gomedha, etc. are prohibited in the Kali age, therefore before this 
prohibition asvamedha and gomedha were performed, and horse-meat 
was eaten at asvamedha and beef during gomedha. 

Now the question arises who has written this kali-varjya section, 
and in which text is it incorporated ? Is this found in a respectable 
authoritative work ? This is not found in the respectable authoritative 
smrti works, therefore we cannot arrive at any special and potent 
conclusion from such an imaginary section. 

The second point is that everything becomes clear when the 
chronology of the kali-varjya section is fixed. According to us, the 
kalivarjya section has been written within the last 700-800 years, 
Therefore this cannot regulate the entire past preceding it. Here 
too, there is the aforesaid defect of chronological incongruency. 

Besides, if we accede that in the kalivarjya section, asvamedha and 
gomedha are prohibited, even then we cannot come to know of the 
Vedic rites of asvamedha or gomedha. It can only prove that before 
the writing of the kalivarjya section, meat yajnas were performed. 

Yajnas of the Brahmana and Sutra texts show additions and 
subtractions as compared to the yajnas of the period of the Vedic 
mantras. Certain items are not found in the yajnas of the mantra- 
samhitas, but they have been inserted later on. The reason is that in 
the purva altar, meat was not employed in olfering, and in the offerings 
of the uttara altar, that is in the yajna ritual of later insertions, meat 
offering was employed. It was a custom of the times when the manual 
of yajna ritual was composed. The Vedic usage is only that which 
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Punishment for Eating Meat 

has been prescribed in the metrical mantra portions. Therefore, we 
ask as to which Vedic mantra proves that the cow was slaughtered in 
the Vedic gomedha ; if there is even a single mantra, let anyone bring 
it forward. Gone are the days of accepting statements without proof. 
We know that now-a-days several scholars acquiesce into the contention 
that cows were slaughtered during gomedha, but here the question is 
not the status of persons who accept it : the scholars or the non-scholars. 
Here we have to consider as to what is attested by the Vedic mantras 
and what is not attested—this is the question here and it is this that 
we have to consider. 


Punishment for Eating Meat 

Those who eat meat, such carnivores have been termed yatudhana 
(violent person of a fiendish disposition) by the Veda and it enjoins 
punishment to them : 

m a*^«T q^prr *rrg'q - R: i 

a*s=*iT*TT sfffrffor grsTTfa li 

“One who partakes of human flesh, the flesh of a horse or of another 
animal, and deprives others of milk by slaughtering cows, O king ! 
if such a fiend does not desist by other means, then even cut off 
his head by your powers, this is the ultimate punishment which can 
be inflicted on him.” (Rgveda X.87.16) 

n*rk,Stficnscuftcft tnspmrfo n (amo 

It is said in this mantra of the (Atharva-Veda VIII.6.23) that those 
who eat uncooked flesh, who eat meat cooked by men, who eat eggs 
that are embryos, do away with this evil addiction of theirs. 

T his very elearly proves that in the Vedas there is prohibition of 
meat-eating. 

12 
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Evidence of The Mahabharata 

*^r: qqfaq # qrfsqaq II 

(q.qr. qT^ffo ^V9.£) 

“Liquors, fish, mead, meat, spirits, rice cooked with sesamum 
(til) seeds—all these have been inserted into yajna by the 
wicked people. Vedas have not prescribed their use in yajna.” 
(Mahabharata, Santi-parva 265.9 ; 257.9) 

sftsMrs q^sqfirFrT i if^t sjfa: i 
srsrenTfa sfranf^T II 

qq Heft qq f qg: II 

(q. qT. qT^cfo ^'S.v-K; 

“Yajnas should be performed with seeds—this is the Vedic 
tradition. Aja are a variety of seeds, therefore it is not proper 
to slaughter he-goats. Wherever there is animal-slaughter in 
yajnas, that is not the way of good men.” 

(Mahabharata, Isanti-parva 337.4-5 ; 324.4-5) 

Heinousness of Cow-Slaughter in the 
Manu-Smrti 

STT^Tq nSRHT farTC JTTcTC qqq I 

q sTTgpJTTqnt^ traff'N qqfeqq: II 

(qqo *m) 

“A teacher, propounder (of the scriptures), father, mother, guru, 
brahmana, cow and ascetic—they should never be killed 

(Manu-smrti 4.162) 

The slaying of persons specified in the stanza has been equated 
with cow-slaughter. In other words it means that cow-slaughter is 
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Prohibition of Beef in Islam 

on par with murder of a teacher, propounder of the scriptures, father, 
mother, guru and brahmana. 

Heinousness of Cow-Slaughter in Christianity 

‘He that killeth an ox is as if he slew a man’. (Isaiah 66/3) 

According to English dictionaries, the word ‘ox’ stands for the 
male and female species of the bovine family. 

Prohibition of Beef in Islam 

Al-Ghazzali (1058-1111 A.D.) was one of the most brilliant 
philosophers of Islam. At the age of 28, he headed the Institute of 
Islam at Baghdad. His chief book, ‘Ihya Ulum ul-Diri ’—‘The 
Revival of Religious Sciences’ is respected as highly as the Quran. 
Its Urdu translation has been published by the Navalkishore Press, 
Lucknow under the title Mazakul Arafin. In its 1955 eddition (part 
2, page 23, lines 17-19 the detrimental effects of beef, and the virtues 
of the ghee and milk of a cow are stated as follows :— 

“the meat of a cow is disease ( marz ), its milk is health ‘( safa )’ 
and its ghee is medicine (dava).” 



THE MEANING OF UKSANNA AND VASANNA 
AND THE BARRENNESS OF THE VASA COW 


In the ‘Vedic Index’, Vol. 2, page 145, under the caption ‘Mamsa', 
Macdonell and Keith have written :— 

“The eating of flesh appears as something quite regular in the 
Vedic texts, which show no trace of the doctrine of ahimsa, or 
abstaining from injury to animal. For example, the ritual offering 
of flesh contemplates that the gods will eat it, and again the 
Brahmanas ate the offerings. 

(Foot note : So Agni is called eater of ox and cow in RV. 
VIII.43.11) 

A similar assertion has been made by V.S. Apte in Chapter 19, 
page 389 of ‘The Vedic Age’, which has been quoted above under the 
heading of ‘Cow killing and Beef in the Marriage Ceremony’. 

The Blided Taddhita or the Use of the 
Whole for the Part 

The late Pandit Shripad Damodar Satavalekar has explained 
the system of the Elided Taddhita ( lupta-taddhita prakriya) on page 13 
of the first part of the Vedic Section of his Go-jmna-kosa : 

“There are some Vedic mantras where the word-meaning seems 
to convey a strange sense, for example : 

Sfrnffa HcSran I (Rgveda IX.46.4) 

Its word-meaning is : Cook or mix ( srlnlta ) soma ( matsaram ) 
with cows ( gobhih ). Prima facie, people are misled to interpret 
it as an injunction to cook or to mix soma with beef. This 
misapprehension arises due to the ignorance of grammar. If one 
is fully conversant with the taddhita affixes, then this error does not 
arise. Regarding it Acarya Yaska has said in the Nirukta 2.5 :— 
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$a^T5rf«miiT ¥rgf??T 
^frofTri UcHTfrrf^’ q?ra: i 

When there is at taddhita affix, the whole is used for a part. For 
example, in gobhih 'srinita matsaram, the word gau means milk’. 
In this connection, it is well-worth to notice what Yaska has 
elaborated elsewhere too :— 

‘3tst irfV sc^fsnenjrajrn: i 

swift ^ ^ sift? sft T^FrTrft i 

swift tF*w ^ ^ craft siqjTT’ 

ll l ii ^ II 

TTfSft I JTStlT ^cTTfeaq^, 3W ^ JTStfT *TIW?TT^ ?ft I 

fttraTiftaTfiiftrafaci: mrara. i 

(Nirukta 2.5) 

Here Acarya Yaska has cited three Vedic mantras and has given 
meanings of the word go as ‘hide, gluten, ligament, and bow-string’—in 
all of them a part is denoted by the whole. 

Arthur Anthony Macdonell and Arthur Berriedale Keith have 
also accepted it on page 234, Volume I of the ‘Vedic Index’ 

“The term go is often applied to express the products of the cow. 
It frequently means the milk, but rarely the flesh of the animal. 
In many passages it designates leather used as the material of 
various objects, as a bowstring, or a sling, or thongs to fasten part 
of the chariot, or reins, or the lash of a whip.” 

Instead of saying ‘the eyes see’, it is said that ‘man sees’. Similarly, 
for cow products like milk, yoghurt ( dahi ), ghee, hide, gluten, ligament 
and the string made of ligaments—for all of them—the Veda uses one 
word gau. In such cases, the meaning should be arrived at by the 
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context. For the convenience of our readers we will cite an instance 
of each :— 

3T*i jpprft arcane^ I (Rg. X.94.9) 

“Draining ( duhantah ) the soma ( amsum ) they sit ( adhyasate ) on 
the hide ( gavi ).” 

Rulph T. H. Griffith has also translated it in the same way, 
taking gavi to mean ‘hide’, “draining the stalk they sit upon the Ox’s 
hide.” 

See further :— 

*ft%! ^ srug Slc^Tfsi II 

(Rg. VI.47.26) 

“O chariot fashioned out of the tree ( vanaspate ) ! be ( bhuyah ) 
strong in your parts ( vidvango ), be our mate to carry us across 
( prataranah ), being full of brave heroes ( suvirah ). Compact with 
( sannaddhah ) straps of leather ( gobhih) show forth thy strength 
(vilayaSva ), and may thy rider (te asthata) with the vincible foe 
(jetvani jayatu ).” 

In this mantra, the whole denotes the part in two cases : 

(1) the word go denotes the straps of leather, and 

(2) the word vanaspati refers to the chariot made of the wood 
of a tree. Just as the tree is lumbered into wood, and the wood is 
manufactured into a chariot, so the hide is derived from the cow 
and string from the hide. Similarly, the cow produces milk, milk 
curdles into yoghurt, the yoghurt yields butter, and butter is boiled 
to ghee—for this reason the word go is used metaphorically for all 
these products. 
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Now let us go on to another illustration : — 

qerf?» SI^yTT I 

(Rg. VI.75.11) 

“This arrow is dressed ( vaste ) in fine feathers ( suparnam ), its 
tip ( dantah ) is made out of deer bone ( mrgah ), it is strongly fastened 
with fine threads of cow-hide (gobhih sannaddha ) and when launched 
(prasuta) it strikes ( patati ) the enemy.” 

In this mantra also there are two instances where the whole denotes 
the part. The word mrga ‘deer’ expresses the bone of a deer. Instead 
of saying ‘the bone of a deer’ only the elliptic expression ‘deer’ is used. 
Further on, the leather straps are expressed by gobhih. This word has 
also been used elliptically for ‘the straps of cow-hide’. 

Also refer to the following mantra of Rgveda X.27.22 :— 

f|i sisr: sr n 

“The bowstring made of cowhide ( gauh) strung (niyata) on every 
bow made of wood (vrkse vrtkse ) resounds ( amimayat ) and the 
arrows with bird-feathers ( yayah ) which consume men, i.e. strike 
them to death ( purusadah ) fall ( prapatan ) in the ranks of enemies.” 

In this mantra, three words exemplify the semantics of‘a whole for 
a part’ :— 

(1) vrksa ‘tree’ means a bow made from the wood of a tree. 

(2) gau ‘cow’ denotes the bowstring made of cow-hide. 

(3) vayah ‘birds’ stands for arrows with bird-feathers. 

From the afore-mentioned examples the readers must have 
understood that in the Vedic style the whole stands for its part. 
If this principle had been only applicable to the word gau ‘cow’, then 
one could have objected to it as an over-straining, but this is found 
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in the case of other words also. Over 2500 years ago, Acharya Yaska 
has also said the same, and his examples are tabulated below :— 

1. vanaspati ‘tree’ stands for a chariot made of the wood of a tree. 

2. vrksa ‘tree’ stands for a bow made of the wood of a tree. 

3. gau ‘cow’ stands for its milk, ghee and others. 

4. gau ‘cow’ stands for its hide, hide-products etc. 

5. gau ‘cow’ stands for string, bag, etc. made from its hide. 

6. mrga ‘deer’ stands for weapon made from its bones. 

7. vayah ‘birds’ stands for the arrows made from the feathers of 

the birds. 

Several instances can be cited ; but here we have confined ourselves 
only to those quoted by Acarya Yaska. These will clarify to our 
readers that this is the Vedic style. As such the word gau (cow) used 
in Vedas or elsewhere as oblation material for yajna indicates milk, 
ghee etc. obtained from a cow. 

The Meaning of Vasanna 

Now we have to consider the meaning of the words uksanna and 
vasanna which are the epithets of Agni. Europeans surmise that 
uksanna means ‘meat of the bull’ and vasanna is beef. The Europeans 
opine that because these words occur for Agni (fire) in the Vedas, meat 
was offered in the fire and it was also consumed. If human food is 
inferred from the synonyms of fire, then the fire is termed vUvad which 
means ‘one who eats all’ as in Rgveda VIII.44.26 :— 

srfrff spmfii II 

“I glorify with noble ideals Agni, the youthful, Lord of the Universe, 
sage who eats all visava-adam, and who stirs much.” 


k 
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In this mantra, the word visvadam has been used for Agni. Agni 
eats ( 3 R ) all ( ), hence man ate everything ; it is improper to 

conclude from it that men of the Vedic age were omnivorous. Agni 
eats all, it consumes whatever is put into it, but how does it prove 
that man also necessarily consumed all these things. 

Faggots of seven kinds of trees were offered into the fire, but how 
does this lead to the conclusion that Vedic Aryans ate the wood of 
the seven trees of mango, catechu, wood-apple, Butea frondosa, 
banyan, Calotropis gigantea. Such a procedure of deductions 
would be disastrous. Hence it would be improper to deduce from the 
words uksanna and vasanna, which are found in the Rgveda, that 
Vedic Aryans ate meat of the bull and beef. 

We have already explained before, the principle that the whole 
is used for its part. In accordance with it, the word vasanna means 
‘the Agni which consumes milk, ghee and other produce from the 
cow.’ Other similar examples are : 

In Rgveda 1.137.1 there are gosrltdh and gavasirah. They are 
adjectives of soma. Their literal meaning is ‘mixed ( srlta ) with cow 
(go)\ and again mixed (asirah) with cow ( go)\ In both of them the 
word go ‘cow’ occurs, and here no one interprets it as beef, but as 
‘milk of a cow’. Mr. Griffith has translated the word gava'sirah as 
‘bent with milk’. It is known to all that a very pleasant drink was 
prepared by mixing cow’s milk with soma. 

Acarya Sayana comments on the words gosrltdh and gavasirah 
as follows : 

fer^ i qq^fvr: fafsrai: i 

anfsitf fafsirTT: snrrciT II (Rg. 1.137.1-2) 

To wit, here the word go ‘cow’ has been understood as ‘milk’ and 
soma is mixed therewith—so it is said here. 
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Things mixed with Soma and the meaning of Uksanna 

The following products used to be mixed with soma according 
to information contained in the Vedic mantras : 

1. Gava'sirah : ‘Soma mixed with cow’s milk (RV. 1.137.1) 

2. Gosrlta iftstefT Soma mixed with cow’s milk (RV. 1.137.1) 

3. Dadhyasirah : Soma mixed with curd of cow-milk 

(RV. 1.137.2) 

4. Yavasirah ‘Soma mixed with flour made from 

parched barley’ (RV. 1.187.9) 

5. Tryasirah 52JTf5R: ‘Soma mixed with milk, curds and 

parched grain’—Griffith (RV. V.27.5) 

6. Rasasirah ‘Soma mixed with juices’ (RV. III.48.1) 

From the above it is clear as to which products were mixed with 
soma. This should be particularly borne in mind by the readers that 
nowhere is there any reference to the mixing of flesh or blood with 
soma. 

In the Veda, soma is also termed uksa. The root meaning of the 
word uksa is ‘one who sprinkles’. Drops of juice drip from soma — 
hence it is called uksa. At first, soma juice is offered at the former 
altar ( gg ). Hence, soma is the food of fire—this is the meaning 
of the word uksanna —‘one whose food is soma'. The meaning ‘bull’ 
is not intended here, because meat of the bull is never offered at Havana, 
then how can it go into the fire. 

For a comprehensive discussion of the meaning of uksa as ‘soma', 
see the chapter on ‘Is Beef eating Prescribed in the Brhadaranyaka- 
Upanisad ?” 

This evidence proves that the terms uksanna and vasanna for fire 
do not mean ‘one who eats the flesh of a bullock or of a vasa Icow’, 
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but it means that ‘one who consumes products obtained from a bullock 
or a vasa cow’ as for instance : 

uksa or Soma —the fire that consumes soma juice ; or 

uksa or bull —the fire that consumes grain produced through 
agriculture by bullock ; or 

uksa or bull —the fire that consumes grain which imparts energy 
like that of a bull ; and 

vasa trap —the fire that consumes milk-rice-pudding, ghee 
or other produce from the milk of a vasa cow. 

On page 929, column 2 of the Sanskrit-English Dictionary by 
Monier-Williams, vasa (trai) is translated as “will, wish, desire RV. 
etc., etc.”, va'san anu or anuvasan “according to wish or will”. 


The meaning of Rgveda VIII.43.11 

Those who translate the terms uksanna and vasanna as fire that 
eats bullock’s flesh or beef, they cite Rgveda VIII.43.11 to prove their 
contention. The original mantra is as follows :— 

EWTfsira fftwy gra i 

It has been translated into Hindi by Pandit Jayadeva Sharma, 
Vidyalankar, Mlmansa-Tirtha and a commentator on all the four 
Vedas. Its English version is given below :— 

(1) Let us adore and perceive (fqtjR) with Vedic mantras ( ) 

the soul ( atma gncfTT ) that is ethereal like the fire ( ), that 

consume food capable of procreating (\3flFfra ), that enjoys 
food as it desires (trailHRl ), and that is of the nature of vigour 
and verve (iffspjBgpj ). 
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(2) Let us revere, adore and worship ( with hymns ( ) 

the Supreme Lord who is effulgent like fire (SF^), the Giver 
of waters (\3Sfi), the Mover of all, of supreme sway ()■ 
and the Creater of the Universe ( ). 

Barrenness of the Vasa Cow 

The late Pandit Shripad Damodar Satawalekar has discussed this 
topic on page 78-80 of his book Go-jnana-ko'sa (Ancient Period Vedic 
Section, Vol. I). Its English version is given below : 

In Classical Sanskrit, ‘ Vasa ’ means a barren cow. By interpreting 
these hymns as such under the impression that they pertain to 
barren cows, many people have gone to the extent that barren 
cows were slaughtered and different parts of her body were 
offered at the yajna. In our opinion it is excessive overdoing in 
interpretation. First of all we should examine whether in these 
hymns the word va’sa conveys the meaning of a barren cow or 
of a milch cow. Let us consider the following verses from the 
Atharva Veda :— 

ATHARVAVEDA X.10 

1. srsri - \m 

We praise the vasa cow which gives us milk in a thousand 
streams. (4) 

2. sici sectt; Sici *icT INI 

For the vasa cow a hundred keepers and a hundred milkers stand 
ready with a hundred milk vessels. (5) 

3. ^crsrfaT. et*it ll^ll 

The giver of milk as food is the vasa cow. (6) 

4. *rsf tTST?*:.11911 

The udder of the vasa cow symbolises the rain-cloud. (7) 
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5. 3 $.qfl c^lldll 

O vasa cow ! you pour milk. (8) 

6. % .qq: .«nra$Mo|| 

Milk of the vasa cow has been extracted. (10) 

7. ..'fas qits nun 

After milking the vasa cow, its milk has been stored in three 
vessels. (11) 

8. srir .ai^q: i fa cfTm^frfa ir^ii 

When the cow which generally does not conceive becomes 
pregnant, all get frightened. (23) 

9. awsTgjnpn: i .sum ir5.ii 

The semen of vasa cow is her milk, ambrosia-like. (29) 

10. qom gfsrafqqjra'nsqT % iivii 

The Sadhyas and Vasus have drunk the milk of the vasa cow 
in yajna. (30) 

11. ETCITOT grsr q^Tc^T ^TT«qT ^ I 

^ t sT^l^q fa^fa qq> ST^qT 

When the Sadhyas and Vasus have taken the milk of the vasa 
cow, they praise her milk alone in Heaven. (31) 

12. qflTftli 3qT«£ ll^ll 

Some milk this cow, while others look after its ghee. (32) 

ATHARVAVEDA XII.4 

13. 31^9 

• This cow gives milk through both undder and teats. (18) 
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14. .«wt .jfc mn 

The vasa cow is easy to milk. (35) 

15. S^frraTifT.TOT ll^ail 

The vasa, cow gets conceived. (37) 

16. tot^ firr mil 

Vasa yields milk as if it were poison to the owner of the cow 
who does not donate. (39) 

17. TOFrrer^ fsi*i *i^tot $fei: n«on 

The vaia cow loves those who offer her milk products in 
yajHa. (40) 

According to Atharva-Veda X.10.23 (serial no. 8 above) it appears 
that the vasa cow normally does not progenerate and in a while when 
she conceives, the rearers get scared. According to Atharva-Veda 
XII.4.37 (serial no. 15 above), at certain times, the vasa cow conceives 
and progenerates. This verse of the Atharva-Veda reads in full as 
follows :— 

HsfaWTJTT ^fcT ^5T tTSIT I 

>© 

%55T ITT JF?HTTJT> ipfh *TT5t*| ^UrlTH II (Atharva XII.4.37) 

( U3U ) The vasa ( Spfft/RMI) cow which progenerates (5^51 ) 

roams about in anger (jflMd^l ) towards her master and curses 
him saying “( jrjrh ) he who considers (in ) me ( ) abortive 

(gezRTT) may he be liable to be seized (Jjczjtj ) in the clutches 
of death.” 

From this it appears that the Vedic vasa cow is neither barren nor 
does she progenerate often like an ordinary cow. Whether she is 
barren or she progenerates, she gives milk in abundance and that is 
why a hundred persons attend to her, another hundred remain ready 
to milk her, anti yet another hundred carry vessels for her milk, 
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If it is accepted that the vasa cow, without giving progeny, provides 
milk in such a large quantity, then it will also have to be accepted 
that only a very few fortunate persons are blessed with such a cow. 
Such cows surely cannot be had in numbers. In no circumstances, 
can a man think of destroying such a rare animal. Even in foreign 
countries where beef is eaten without any scruples and restrictions, 
even there if one were to get such a cow by good luck, one would 
protect and maintain her by all means and in no circumstances will 
allow her slaughter. As such, those who try to establish that the vasa 
cow used to be slaughtered in the Vedic period are altogether in the 
wrong. Not to speak of the slaughter of the vasa cow, even the killing 
of an ordinary cow in the Vedic period cannot be established according 
to the Vedas. 

Keeping his self-interest and financial gain in view, even a buteher 
will not like to kill a cow having such qualities, but on the other hand 
he will protect her and will always benefit himself from her milk etc. 



WAS THERE COW-SLAUGHTER AND BEEF 
IN THE MARRIAGE CEREMONY ? 


In the first volume of the History of the Indian People, entitled 
‘The Vedic Age’, published by George Allen & Unwin Ltd., London 
under the auspices of the Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Bombay, Dr. V. 
M. Apte has written in the 19th chapter on ‘Social and Economic 
Conditions’, (Second edition, 1952) under the caption : “Marriage 
and the Position of Women” (page 389). 

“A hymn in RV (X.85)—which may be called the wedding hymn— 
gives us some idea of the oldest marriage ritual. The bridegroom 
and party proceed to the bride’s house (X. 17.1), where the well- 
adorned bride remains ready (IV. 58.9) to join the marriage-feast. 
The guests are entertained with the flesh of cows killed on the 
occasion (X. 85.13). The ceremony proper now commences. The 
bridegroom grasps the hand of the bride and leads her round the 
fire (X. 85.36, 38). These two acts constitute the essence of the 
marriage and the bridegroom is now the husband who takes her 
by hand ( hasta-grabhah X. 18.8). The bridegroom next takes the 
bride home in a car, in a wedding procession (X. 85.7, 8, 10, 24-27, 
42). Then follows the consummation which is signified chiefly 
by the purification of the bride’s garment (X. 85. 28-30, 35).” 

Thereafter Dr. Apte writes on page 393 under the caption : “Food 
and Drink ” (page 393) :— 

“The cow receives the epithet aghnya (not to be killed) in the 
Rgveda, and is otherwise a very valued possession. It is difficult 
to reconcile this with the eating of beef, but we may get some 
explanation if we remember the following : 

(i) Firstly, it was the flesh of the ox rather than of the cow that 
was eaten ; a distinction was definitely made. 
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(ii) The flesh of the cow was (if at all) eaten at the sacrifices 
only, and it is well known that one sacrifices one’s dearest 
possession to please the gods. 

(iii) Even in the Rgveda, only vasas (barren cows) were sacrificed. 
For example, Agni is called in VHI.43.11 as vasanna. 

The expression atithimr gah (cows fit for guests) in X.68.3 implies 
the same distinction.” 

In the Vedic Index, Vol. 2, page 145, Arthur Anthony Macdonell 
and Arthur Berriedale Keith have stated : 

“The marriage ceremony was accompanied by the slaying of oxen, 
clearly for food.’ 

Before taking into consideration the 13th mantra of the 85th sukta 
of the tenth mandala of the Rgveda, on the basis of which the 
aforementioned scholars have alleged beef in the marriage ceremony, 
it would be in the fitness of things that all the mantras of the 85th 
sukta be considered for the appropriate setting of the whole situation. 

Explanation of Rgveda IV.58.9 

Dr. Apte alleges that according to Rgveda IV.58.9 as the 
bridegroom’s party reaches the house of the bride, she is well-adorned 
and keeps ready to join the marriage-feast. The mantra reads : 

ersgfosrr 3 srfa 1 

The padapatha or break-up of the constituent words is as follows : 

fJFtIT;, HeWT, 3, 31%, 3TSFTT, 31%, 

^ *1*, *1$:, STTCT, 3ffa, cRJ., II 

We have looked up all these words in the Sanskrit English dictipnaries 

13 
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of Monier-Williams and V. S. Apte. None of these words means 
a ‘feast’. 

The word meaning of the mantra is as follows :— 

— As the girls 

31% 313RI — having adorned themselves with ornaments 

31% qtFcl — are resplendent 

— while going for marriage 

Likewise 


(Physical meaning) 

(Spiritual significance) 

3ja ?T%: — where the soma-yajna is 

conducted. 

where there are disciples 
of noble virtues. 

33 zifi: — where the yajna takes 

place 

where there is the yajna 
of intellectual give-and- 
take 

— there 

there 

SfTCT — I see the shining 

I envision or experience 

31% aw>"3ft% streams of ghl. 

Where there is yajna, 
the offering faggots are 
kindled being soaked in 
ghl and thereby the yajna 
becomes bright, bril¬ 
liant and illuminated. 

the uninterrupted flow 
of the expression of 
knowledge which is like 
the fast-flowing ghee i.e., 
illuminated knowledge 
is visualised. 


This is an allegorical mantra, and there is not even a remote inkling 
of a beef feast. 

H. H. Wilson has translated this mantra into English and there 
is not even a far-fetched allusion to a beef-feast. His translation is 

quoted below :— 
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“I contemplate these streams of ghl as they flow from where the 
soma is effused, where the sacrifice (is solemnized), as maidens 
decorating themselves with unguents to go to the bridegroom”. 
(RV. IV.5.13.9) 

Ralph T. H. Griffith has referred to the bridal feast in the English 
translation of this mantra, but there is no reference to beef. His 
complete translation is as under :— 

“As maidens deck themselves with gay adornment to join the 
bridal feast, I now behold them, 

Where Soma flows and sacrifice is ready, thither the streams of 
holy oil are running.” 

In the English-Sanskrit dictionaries of Monier-Williams and 
V. S. Apte, the following Sanskrit equivalents are given for ‘feast’. 

STfefitIT, H^T>3T?T, 

How this meaning ‘of joining the marriage feast’ has been inserted 
by Dr. V. M. Apte in ‘The Vedic Age’ or other authors into this mantra, 
cannot be comprehended. 

Dr. V. M. Apte writes that it was the flesh of the ox rather than 
of the cow that was eaten, because the cow has been termed aghnya 
(3TE5=2Tl) ‘one who is not to be killed’, and she is also a valued possession. 
According to him, the bulls are not valued wealth, and thus they are 
not referred to as the inviolable in the Vedas. But this is a misunder¬ 
standing on his part. The late Pandit Shripad Damodar Satavalekar 
has discussed it at length in his Go jnana-kosa, Vedic section, part 2, 
on pages 8-9 of the Introduction. It is cited below in our English 
translation 
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THE INVIOLABILITY OL THE BULL 

As the word aghnya ) is used for the cow, likewise the term 

aghnya (3IE^ ) is applied to the bull. Therefore, like the cow the 
bull too is to be protected, looked after and inviolable. See Atharva- 
Veda 9.4 


5 *2 TT rVf^r im sr; qifa^Fq: iiv#ii 

SIcTqT^T *T qsm fTff ^fqrcqifiq: I 

f5T?qf?cT cT q> sTglUT 3JjqWIT|^fa ll*<£ll 

“That lord of the cows, the inviolable ( aghnya — 31 E?ZI), that is 
the bull, he listens to good tidings with his ears, he banishes famine 
by his eyes, he chases away the demons with his horns. He worships 
with a hundred yajnas, the fires do not consume ( agnayah na duvanti) 
him ( enam , the bull). All the gods promote him who offers 
(a juhoti) the bull ( rsabha ) to the Brahmana.” 

In the above mantra, the following points deserve attention ; 

1. The bull is termed a-ghnya () which means ‘not to be killed’. 

2. The donation of a bull to a Brahmana is equivalent to a hundred 
yajnas (mantra 18). Such is the importance of the protection, 
bringing up and donation of a bull. 

3. The fires do not consume him, such is the importance of a bull 
(mantra 18). 

4. The bull does not hear untoward speech, because all only praise 
him (mantra 17). 

5. The bull does away the horrors of famine ( avarti hanti caksusa). 
The bull eliminates famine by agriculture (mantra 17). 

By perusing the above Atharva-vedic description of the bull, the 

readers will realise the utility of the bull, so who will dare to slaughter 
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him for filling up his stomach and who would be willing to invite 
famine thereby. If the bull averts famine, it is necessary to keep him 
well-guarded. 

Dr. V. S. Apte has written : “The flesh of the cow was (if at 
all) eaten at the sacrifices only, and it is well known that one sacrifices 
one’s dearest possession to please the gods.” It should be known 
that to sentient being the dearest is one’s own body ; so if offering of 
life has to be made to please the gods, the dearest possession that is 
one’s own body should be offered. It is his misunderstanding that the 
gods are pleased by the offering of a cow. See its detailed discussion 
under the caption : ‘Were Cow-Slaughter, Meat Sacrifice and Meat- 
Eating Prevalent in the Vedic Age ?’ 

Hereafter Apte writes that according to the Rgveda a barren (vasa) 
cow was offered, because in Rgveda VIII.43.11 Agni is called va'sanna. 
By this he means that the food of agni is vasa, therefore, a barren 
(vasa) cow was slaughtered and its flesh offered in havan. To consider 
the Vedic vasa cow to be barren is due to ignorance. For its correct 
interpretation see the caption : ‘The meaning of Uksanna and Vasanna 
and Barrenness of the vasa cow’. 

Still further, Dr. Apte asserts that the expression athithinir gah 
(Rgveda 10.68.3) also implies the same. See its detailed discussion 
under the sub-caption : ‘The Meaning of Atithinirgah and Atithigva 
of the caption : ‘Is Beef Possible in Madhuparka ?’ 


The meaning of Rgveda X.85 

Now we will consider the relevance of cow-slaughter and beef in 
the marriage ceremony. It has been discussed by the late Pandit 
Shripad Damodar Satavalekar in his Go-jnana-kosa, Vedic Section, 
Part I, pages 16-20. It is quoted below in our English translation. 
The following mantra is cited in support : 
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gjrfaT SITITT^ Hf^TT ?JJWT^5r^ I 

5**^ *TTq>S3|yq>: qqfra 1 n (Rgveda X.85.13) 

This mantra occurs in an allegorical context. The meaning will 
become clear by taking its contextual setting into account. Now let 
us see some mantras preceding it as well as a few that follow : 

^riWRtstt srb i 

fqfq fsra: u*n 

fsrffTCT Sqq^T aTFU55T5TH | 

srbrftT: qrtai su^^uTr^rf nan 

^>*tt 3im«rf?isiq: srlqtfi: I 

^qfq 3f^?n qrrfjTTTsftcgriqq: lieu 

^qf qcTc^ *T«TtT¥ num ^fqrlT^Tg I IS: 11 

»R> si^qT 3T5f STT^ft^ I 

q^Tc^qf H \on 

^HmnpqTnfflf^ It ^rrostTfqei: 1 

srH # arr^rrt qysm^ra?:: \\\\\\ 

^ qTcqT sqTsft SR? 3TT^cT: I 

3T?rt ^q ffi g c g q eft qfqq; ii^Rii 

g;qfqT q?g: stT»ncs?fq<rr quqT^rc^ 1 

arong ??qs# qrqtssrfq^ qq?jq nun 

q^qTcf qf q *t?rfgq 1 

qqqj qim^ficqq ^srrq tiV^u 
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i. t ^ ^g«iT i 

^ cf^^rrrf*x sfsg: 11^11 

(Rgveda X.85.1, 7-13, 15, 16) 

While considering these mantras the readers should bear in mind 
that it is an allegorical description of the marriage of Surya (qqf), 
the Daughter of the Sun, to the Moon. Its meaning is : 

Earth is sustained by Truth : by Surya () are the heavens 
sustained. By verity the Adityas stand secure, and Soma stands 
in heaven—(1) ; Intellectual power was the pillow of her 
couch, sight was the unguent for her eyes : All the objects from 
the earth to the heavens were her treasure when bride Surya ( qqf) 
went unto her Lord. (7) ; Mantras were the cross-bars of the 
chariot, Kurira-metre decked it ; The bridesmen were the Twin 
Asvins, Agni led them all. (8) ; Soma was he who wooed the bride, 
groomsmen were both the Asvins, when the Sun-god Savita, 
bestowed his willing Surya ( ) on her Lords. (9) ; Her Mind 

was the bridal car ; the covering thereof was heaven ; the two 
white steers drew it, when Surya () approached her husband’s 
home. (10) ; The two bulls were kept steady in place by the 
mantras of the Rig and Sama Vedas. The two ears were the two 
chariot wheels : stationary and moving were the path in the heavens. 
(11) ; Clean as thou wentest, were thy wheels ; the vydna breath 
was the axle of the chariot. Seated on such a chariot fashioned of 
the Mind, Surya ( qqf ) proceeds to her Lord. (12) ; Savita gave 
a bountiful dowry to Suryu (gpjf )■ She moved forward. This is 
the time of the Maghd constellation when the cows are sent as 
dowry (Europeans have interpreted it as cows are slain during the 
Maghd constellation), that is, the rays of the sun reach the moon 
and in the Phalguni constellation ( arjunnyoh paryuhyate) the moon 
Soma is wedded to Surya, (13) ; O ye twin Asvi-devas, when you 
came to Surya's wedding on a three-wheeled chariot, where was 
the one chariot wheel of yours ? Where stood ye for the command ? 
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(15) ; O Surya (gzf) the Brahmans recognize the two seasons 
(Uttarayana and Dakfindyana ) as two wheels of thine and the one 
kept concealed (or invisible in the cave of the heart) is known to 
those who are skilled in the eternal truths. (16) 

The readers can follow the mantras and comprehend their meaning. 
It will be clear that there is no relevance of the slaughter of cows. 
If we try to insert that the cows were killed, that does not suit the 
context. We have given above the translation of the Europeans (in 
brackets) and also the real and correct meaning. The readers should 
deliberate and should themselves come to realise how wrongly the 
Europeans have misunderstood these mantras. 

Dr.. Wilson has translated the expression aghasu hanyante gavah 
as 'the cows are whipped along’, which is a bit better than Griffith, 
Whitney and others who have understood it as ‘the cows are slaughtered’ 
which is a grave blunder as is clear from the whole context. The 
meanings of the mantras as we have given above are also accepted 
by the Europeans ; they differ only in the slaughter of cows. In fact, 
now it is not necessary to go into further details. Yet, we will elaborate 
the allegory of the bridal chariot to make it clearly intelligible to the 


readers. 



Bridal chariot 

Spirit, mind 

(Mantra 10) 

Covering of the chariot 

Heaven 

( „ „) 

Those who draw the 
chariot 

Two bulls 

( „ „) 

Reins 

Mantras of Rk & Sama 

(Mantra 11) 

Path or way 

The stationary and moving 
worlds, i.e. the inanimate 
and animate worlds 

( „ „) 

Axle of the chariot 

vyana breath 

(Mantra 12) 

Pillow 

Intellectual power 

(Mantra 7) 
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Unguent for the eyes 
Treasure 

Crossbars of the chariot 
Shine of the chariot 
Groomsmen of the bride 
Herald 

The two wheels of the 
chariot 


sight 

all the objects 
Mantras 

Metres of the mantras 
The twin Asvins 
Agni 

The two ears 


(Mantra 7) 

( „ „) 
(Mantra 8) 

( „ „) 
(Mantra 9) 

( „ ,,) 

(Mantra 11) 


This description follows the mantras literally. The readers are 
aware that Vedic depiction proceeds on the three planes of the physical, 
deific, and metaphysical. This three-fold interpretation will become 
clear from the tabulation given hereunder : 


PHYSICAL 
(in worldly usage) 

DEIFIC 
(in the universe) 

METAPHYSICAL 
(in the body) 

Father of the bride 

Sun 

The Supreme father 

Bride 

Surya (Light of the 
Sun) 

Intellective power 

Bridegroom 

Soma 

Spirit (atma) 
endowed with the 
16 degrees 

Groomsmen of the 

Twin Asvins 

Inhalation and 

bride 


Exhalation 

In the bridal party 

Agni in the fore 

Speech 

Unguent in the eyes 

Scenes 

Sight 

Bridal treasure 

All the objects 

All the parts of the 



body 

Cows 

Rays 

Senses 
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Chariot 

Lightning 

Mind 

Covering of the chariot 

Heaven— 

Brain 

Path of the chariot 

Stationary and moving 

Inanimate and 

Those who draw the 


animate 

chariot 

Two bulls 

Prana & apana 
breaths 

Reins 

... 

Mantras of the Rk 
& Sama 

Cross bars of the chariot 


Mantras 

Shine of the chariot 


Metres 

Axle 


Vyana breath 

Two wheels of the 

chariot 

Directions 

Two ears 

Pillows in the chariot 


Noble thoughts. 


On perusing this tabulation, the Vedic allegory must have become 
evident to the readers. So it is not necessary to elaborate it further. 
The readers can see this wedding within themselves and also in the 
world without. These Vedic mantras depict the eternal wedding taking 
place in the external world ; and now-and-then the nuptials occurring 
in the human body have also been indicated by allegory to the mind, 
noble thoughts, etc. The light of the sun drives pleasure by reflecting 
into the moon ; this provides the metaphor for a description of the 
metaphysical reality. 

Use of the root ‘Han’ with the word ‘ Go ’ 

The word go (ift ) refers to the rays of the sun ; this is beyond 
doubt. In hanyante the root is han. The great grammarian Panini, 
the Sage, has given two meanings : han himsa-gatyoh, i.e., in the 
Dhatupatha it means ‘killing’ and ‘moving’. In the dictionaries, this 
root han has the following meanings : 
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To kill ; To multiply ; To go. 

The readers will find these meanings in every dictionary. If the readers 
will take these meanings into account, then the meaning of the 
expression 

in the mantra (even leaving out the allegory) will be clear, 

(3fUR3 ) at the time of the Magha constellation 
(nitf: ) the cows () are driven along, and 
( : ) during the Phalguni constellation 

( ^ ) the marriage takes place. 

Dr. Wilson has taken only this meaning. Besides the allegorical 
interpretation, as a matter of fact on a cursory glance too, this is the 
straight-forward meaning. Though the well-known meaning of the 
root han is ‘to kill’, yet the other significance of ‘to move’ has not 
become obsolete. If we take it to mean ‘to multiply’, then the 
expression gavah hanyante will mean ‘the number of cows is multiplied’, 
the cows are multiplied two-fold or four-fold. When a marriage 
takes place, several people collect together and to offer them milk, 
cows are collected and brought from place to place and thus their 
numbers are augmented. See how perfectly and naturally this 
interpretation suits the context. A meaning which will conform to 
the concept of inviolability of the cow inherent in the word aghnya 
and which will suit the context, that meaning alone will be correct 
and appropriate. 

Besides, it will be clear from the tabulation that the cows of the 
physical plane, are the rays in the deific, and the sensory powers on 
the metaphysical plane. In case of doubt, the meaning should be 
determined by recourse to other areas of semantic usage. On there 
being a doubt as to the meaning on the physical plane, i.e. in worldly 
practice, whether the cows should be slaughtered or not duringa 
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marriage, how the mantra should be translated ; which of the two 
meanings of the root han should be taken—we should consider and 
arrive at an appropriate decision after taking into account the meanings 
on the deific and metaphysical planes. On the deific plane, it is clear 
that rays of the sun are reflected on to the moon and light spreads. 
The rays of the sun are not killed or extinguished. Considering this 
we find that the root han in the sense of ‘to kill’ is not intended, but the 
significance of ‘expansion, spreading or movement’ alone is meant. 
If the meaning of extinction or killing is taken up, then how could the 
rays of the sun reach the moon after being extinct. How will light, 
the daughter of the sun (Surya Savitri) be wedded to the Moon (Soma) ? 
How will the bridal party proceed in pomp and show ? In short, 
here the root han does not signify ‘to kill’. 

On the metaphysical plane we should look within. Will there 
be happiness of the Spirit (atma) by annihilating the sensory powers, 
or will their discipline alone auger well ? The bridal chariot should 
proceed on the path of dharma, disciplined by the mantras of Rk and 
Sama, on the way of the world. For this, the bulls who draw this 
chariot should be well-trained, and governed by the mantras they should 
move on the correct path. From this train of ideas, it is again evident 
that cow-keeping is intended. 

Likewise, it is but proper that cows should be collected, moved 
along the proper way and not allowed to go astray so that family 
relations coming to the wedding ceremony are well-fed with milk. 
What will be gained by killing them, by slaughtering them ? 

From this point of view also it appears that the multiplication of 
cows is intended, or to move them along the proper path is meant. 
As pointed out above, the root han means gati or movement. This 
gati signifies knowledge, going and obtaining. These meanings are 
attested by the grammarians. If we take this meaning of gati, then the 
expression gavah hanyante would mean to gain knowledge about the 
cows, to move the cows or to obtain the cows. 

The root han also means ‘to prod’. Now-a-days this meaning is 
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current in the Marathi language. The word hanana —Marathi hanane 
(jjFlfflf)—means to prod with a stick, i.e. a cowherd leads the cows 
by a stick in whichever direction he wants to take them. So this is 
also the signification of the word hanana. If we take this meaning 
of the root han, then hanyante gavah would mean that the cowherds 
prod the cows to the desired direction. In the context of the marriage, 
they bring them together and take them to the desired destination. 

Whichever alternative we accept, this much is clear that the killing 
of cows is not intended. Acarya Sayana also does not translate it as 
killing F(fjf , i.e. at the time 

of the magha constellation the cows are driven to their destination 
being prodded on with sticks. The cows starting from the house of 
the Sun are guided on the correct way to the house of the Moon. 
The purport of the commentary of Sayana is that the sun god gave 
cows as dowry to his daughter at her marriage. To bring the cows 
to the house of the moon the cowherd of the sun drive them along, 
and is necessary to keep them on the correct path they prod them 
with sticks and finally the cows reach the house of soma, and at the 
time of the phalguni constellation the daughter of the sun is wedded 
to the moon. If we accept the meaning of ‘killing of cows’, then the 
dowry would be annihilated and the would be son-in-law would be 
angered, and the marriage would be interrupted. So the meaning of 
‘killing’ does not apply here. 

In whatever manner we consider the passage, it will be evident 
that cow-slaughter is not meant here. Inspite of all this European 
scholars have written on the basis of this mantra that ‘the marriage 
ceremony was accompanied by slaying of oxen, clearly for food’. 
It is really astonishing how they jot down their imagination without 
considering the context. The Europeans may indulge in fancy, but 
we should arrive at a rendering after due consideration of the context. 
As we have seen in the above mantra in no way does cow-slaughter 
fit in the context, yet Europeans are bent upon presenting this mantra 
as an evidence of beef-eating. Can there be a bigger blunder ? 
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The magha constellation is immediately followed by the prior 
( purva ) and later ( uttara ) phalguni constellations. The moon stays 
in them for three nights. If Monday falls on the magha constella¬ 
tion, then the Tuesday and Wednesday fall on the two phalguni 
constellations. Hence the dowry is sent during the magha constellation, 
and the wedding takes place on the second or third day. If any facts 
have to be deduced from this mantra, then we will arrive at the situation 
that according to the Veda, cows were given as dowry, and the marriage 
took place after the dowry reached the bridegroom’s home. But, 
there is no possibility of deducing the slaughter of cows. Such a 
conclusion is a display of strange ignorance. We certainly have to 
decide which of the several meanings of the root han is intended here : 

1. han —to kill. This meaning is well known. 

2. han —to go ; to move ; to goad. This meaning is given by 

grammarians and it is also exemplified by passages. In the 
Vedic usage this meaning is commoner than in the classical 
language. It is also gati given in the Vedic lexical work 
Nighantu 2.74. 

3. han —to guard ; as in hasta-ghna. Here ghna from the root han 

means to protect. Hasta-ghna means ‘hand-guard’, which is 
cognate to dastana. This is a Vedic usage (Rgveda VI.75.14). 

4. han —to multiply. It is used in mathematical literature, ghata 

(EM) hanana (^h) hati (^t) hat a (jRT) convey the meaning 
of ‘multiplication’ etc. 

5. han —to raise ; to kick up. Its instance is : turaga-khura-hatas 

tatha hi renuh —‘the dust kicked up by the hoofs of horses’ 
in Sakuntala 1.32. 

6. han —to beat ; to prod ; as the cowherds prod the kine by a stick. 

7. han —to ward off ; to avert. This meaning is attested by the 

Mahabharata also. 

8. han —to touch ; to come in contact. It is a,n astropomical term 

in Varahanjihira’s Brhat-samhita. 
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9. han —to give up ; to abandon. 

10. han —to obstruct. 

Ten meanings of the root han are given in dictionaries. Which 
of them are applicable to the ancient Vedic mantras, can be decided 
only after considering their relevancy to the context. If the root han 
is interpreted as ‘to kill’ wherever it occurs, that would become 
nonsensical. 


Conclusion 

Those scholars who have tried to show on the basis of Rg-Veda 
that the cow-slaughter was resorted to for feasting the bride-groom 
party, have picked up stray mantras from here and there without any 
coherence. They have tried to mislead the people by their academic 
standing or by the importance of their status. The bride is set to be 
elegantly adorned and dressed to be taken to participate in the bridal 
feast in the fourth Mandala of the Rig-Veda, and in the remote tenth 
Mandala it is alleged that the marriage party is feasted on beef. While 
unconnected and far removed, both of them are allegorical descriptions 
as has been shown earlier. Those scholars whose intellect runs over 
to cover such unrelated statements, far removed from each other, it is 
beyond comprehension that their intelligence is unable to see the 
reality of facts. Undoubtedly, they have moulded their researches 
being motivated by special considerations. This is amply attested 
and it must have become evident to our readers by the clarifications 
offered in this essay. 



WAS THE COW KILLED AT CREMATION ? 


Raja Rajendralala Mitra writes on page 2 lines 4-6 of his booklet 
‘Beef in Ancient India’ :— 

“A supply of beef was deemed an absolute necessity by pious 
Hindus in their journey from this world to another world, and 
a cow was invariably killed to be burnt with the dead.” 

He has further referred the readers to his article ‘Funeral Ceremonies 
of Ancient Hindus’. On ransacking, we found it in the Journal of the 
Asiatic Society of Bengal Vol. XXXIX, Part I, No. IV of 1870. It 
was delivered as a speech in November 1870. In lines 3-10 of page 
251 it is stated :— 

“The Aranyaka, after arranging the sacrificial vessels, gives the 
mantra for covering the corpse with the raw hide of the cow, which 
should be entire with head, hair and feet, the hairy side being kept 
upper-most. The mantra for the purpose is addressed to the hide ; 
‘Cuirass, carefully protect this body from the light of Agni ; 
envelope it with thy thick fat and marrow ; holding this impudent 
Agni, desirous of seeing and consuming it by his vigour, allow him 
not to go astray’.” 

The mantra of the Aranyaka referred to above is the 7th mantra of 
the 16th sukta of the 10th mandala of the Rgveda. 

In lines 7-9 of page 147 of the ‘Vedic Index’, Vol. II, it is asserted :— 

“The ritual of cremation of the dead required the slaughter of 
a cow as an essential part : the flesh being used to envelope the 
dead body.” 

The late Pt. Shripad Damodar Satavalekar has discussed this 
passage at length no pages 4-5 of the Introduction to his ‘Go-jfiana- 
kosa’, ancient sector, Vedic section, part II, under the heading ‘Antya 
yajna’. It is quoted below in extenso in our English translation 
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“According to Vedic tradition the whole life of man is a great 
yajna. To devote one’s entire life to the good of all is a yajria, 
and death of the human person is the final offering. When the 
final offering, i.e. the offering of one’s body, is effected, that is the 
completion of the life-long yajria. The readers should note the 
loftiness of the conception of a life pervaded by yajria. In the 
Vedic tradition, cremation is not mere reduction of the body to 
ashes, but it is the final yajria, and being the last offering it is the 
consummating yajria. The body is offered into the flaming fires ; 
from this point of view the offering of flesh i.e. one’s entire body— 
into fire is in accord with Vedic dharma. But can this be termed 
a yajria with meat ? Now-a-days a meat sacrifice means the 
offering of the flesh of a horse, a cow, or a bull. This is quite 
different from the final offering or cremation. In this ultimate act, 
the offering of the human body or of another body, is not meant 
to be eaten. As the dead body has not to be kept in the house, 
it is burnt and this is termed the last yajria. So if one says that 
meat is used in yajna it is true in a way, but what is intended and 
understood by it—that is not the truth. So we say that inspite of 
fire being named kravyada ‘consuming flesh or corpses’ it does 
not prove the eating of animal flesh. Fire was so termed because 
of the cremation of dead bodies in the Vedic age. As a matter of 
course, men die, their corpses are cremated. In war, horses, bulls 
and other animals die in battle along with men—all of them were 
cremated in Vedic times. The readers can judge from this custom 
that though fire is called kravyada, it in no way proves the eating 
of meat : 

sfigj'cg tftem <em 

(Rg. X.16.7) 

Here the word gobhih is used. Europeans have surmised from it 
that the corpse was covered with beef, and for it, .they deem cow- 
slaughter to be essential. Several Indian scholars also thihk likewise, 
14 
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Here it has to be taken into consideration that the word gobhih is in 
the plural, and according to Sanskrit grammar, plural means ‘at least 
three cows’. If a human corpse has to be covered with flesh, will it 
require three cows as minimum ? If this rite has to be accomplished 
with beef, will one cow not suffice ? The body of a cow is three-to-four 
times the human body, so the covering of the corpse of one human 
being will not require at least three or more cows. 

This will draw the attention of our readers to the fact that something 
else is intended. By the word gau (ift) are intended milk, yoghurt 
(), ghee, hide, etc. This is accepted even by Europeans. So we 
must find out for which product three or more cows can be required 
during cremation, and what is it that cannot be effected by one cow 
alone. 

Flesh, hide, lard, etc. can be obtained in sufficient quantity from 
one cow. So ghee alone is the product which will have to be obtained 
from more than three cows. It is essential to smear the corpse with 
ghee before putting it on the fire. Those who perform havan they 
know well that ghee is poured over oblation-materials before they are 
offered into the fire. So also the kindling faggots are soaked in ghee 
before being put into the fire. In the final havan when the body, the 
consummating faggot is offered into the fire, will ghee not be required ? 
Now-a-days ghee required for properly soaking the faggots is not 
available, so they are just sprinkled over with a few drops. In the 
Vedic age when there was no dearth of ghee, it is no wonder that the 
dead body was well anointed with ghee, the body that was the faggot 
offering par excellence into the ultimate yajna. The ghee also allays 
poison. When the corpse burns, poisonous air fills the atmosphere ; 
to cleanse it the more the ghee the better, and more and more necessary 
it is. The atmosphere is purified by it. According to Vedic custom, 
the quantity of ghee used for cremation was equal to the weight of the 
body. Now-a-days the Hindus make 5 to 10 tolas suffice for this rite. 

To comprehend ‘ gau ’ as meaning ghee produced from a cow, 
is not new. It is accepted by all. Inspite of this, it is amazing 
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how one can surmise the slaughter of a cow by the mantra under 
discussion. 

The attention of scholars has not been drawn to the plural form 
of gau, or they have intentionally overlooked it, hence this non-sensical 
rendering—this is clear and evident. 

The detailed consideration of this mantra also proves that in the 
Vedic age there was no idea of slaughtering either a milch-cow or a 
vaSa cow. 


WAS A RED BULLOCK SLAIN FOR ITS HIDE AT 
THE AUSPICIOUS OCCASIONS OF MARRIAGE 
AND ROYAL CONSECRATION ? 


In ‘Cow-Slaughter—Horns of a Dilemma’, edited by Sri A. B. 
Shah, Sri Mukandi Lai has written under the caption : ‘Cow Cult in 
India’ on page 18: 

“Slaughter of cows on ceremonial occasions was considered 
auspicious in ancient India. The bride and bridegroom were 
to sit on the raw skin of a red bull before the altar. The skin 
must have been of the red bull sacrificed on the occasion of the 
marriage ceremony to feed the guests.” 

He continues further : 

“Similarly, on the occasion of the coronation of kings, the raw 
skin of a red bull was placed under the seat of the king to be 
anointed. Probably the king had to sit on fresh cow hide to 
perform the ceremony.” 

We have already introduced Messrs. A. B. Shah and Mukandi 
Lai and have given an assessment of the depth of their knowledge 
under the heading “Were Cows slaughtered at King Rantideva’s 
Place ?” It is not necessary to repeat it here. 

£ri Mukandi Lai has not referred to the Dharma-sastra wherever 
the above facts are cited. It appears that he has no personal knowledge 
of their source and neither did he find it necessary to go into their 
details. His sole objective seems to be to do propaganda for cow- 
slaughter somehow or the other, making use of the stature of his 
position. Whatever it be, it is necessary to clarify the points raised 
by him in trying to mislead the co mm on man., so that false 
apprehensions are removed. 
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Was a Red Bull-Hide Obtained by Slaughter 
at a Marriage Ceremony ? 

For cow-slaughter in a marriage ceremony and for serving beef 
to guests during a marriage feast, see the heading ‘Was There Cow- 
Slaughter and Beef in the Marriage Ceremony ?’ 

The contention of Sri Mukandi Lai is that beef was served to 
guests at marriage, and for it a red bull was slaughtered then and 
there and the raw hide of the red bull was used as a seat for the bride 
and groom. Such a raw hide was also used at the coronation ceremony 
as a seat for the King to be coronated. Let the readers consider how 
practicable it is that a red bull was slain just after the arrival of the 
groom’s party ; its raw hide was utilized for seating the bride and 
groom and a similar fresh raw hide was employed as the seat for a 
King to be coronated and to serve the meat of that red bull to guests 
in the groom’s party ? The fresh raw hide of a red bullock slain 
instantaneously will be dripping with blood and its flesh will be oozing, 
which is a horrid sight. It will be smelling horrible. Is it possible 
that such an item fits in the festive decorations of a marriage or of a 
royal consecration ? Inspite of this, men like Mukandi Lai try to 
mislead people by such impossible fantasies without a proper analysis 
of the whole situation, taking undue advantage of the stature of their 
position. 

In recent times, Pandurang Vaman Kane has made a detailed 
study of the Dharmasaatras. Its results have been incorporated in 
his book ‘History of Dharmasastra’. From the description given in 
its Vol. 2, part 1, page 530, under the caption ‘Ceremonies of Marriage’, 
it is clear that according to the Sutras, only the bride is seated on a 
bullock-hide and that too when she comes to the bridegroom’s house 
after the performance of the due departure ceremony. On that occasion 
the groom makes a few offerings in the marital fire. All the grhya- 
sutras we have been able to gather, prove this very situation. Thus 
it clearly proves as false and unfounded the contention of Mukandi 
Lai that a bullock was slain then and there by the bride’s party to 
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serve beef to the groom’s entourage and that its freshly obtained hide 
was used to seat the groom and bride for the marriage ceremony. 

All the grhya-sutra texts are not available now-a-days. After 
strenuous efforts, we have been able to consult Asvalayana, Kathaka, 
Varaha, Baudhayana, Paraskara, Gobhila, Bharadvaja and Khadira 
grhya-sutras. 

All of them refer to the red ( ?5l%T ) hide of the bullock. 

But the Baudhayana-grhya-sutra does not specify the red colour. 
Nowhere have we come across a seat of bulloek-hide instead of the 
usual seat. Wherever a seat of hide is referred to, there only the deer- 
hide is prevalent. Even if, for argument’s sake we accept a bullock-hide 
seat for any ritual of the marriage ceremony, it does not prove that to 
obtain bullock-hide for a seat, it was incumbent to slay a bovine 
animal. The hides of animals who die a natural death are available, 
which can be utilised for all appropriate purposes. Cows and bullocks 
of a red colour also die. If, in case ox-hide or red ox-hide is required 
for a ritual during marriage, then an ox-hide obtained without killing 
can also be used as a seat on such occasions. Even by straining or 
twisting the interpretation of words in the original text we do not arrive 
at the meaning that it was essential to obtain hide for a seat by slaying 
a cow or a bull on that very occasion, nor can we come to the meaning 
that the groom’s party was to be served with beef. 

Here below are the texts of the grhya-sutras on which we have 
been able to lay our hands. Readers conversant with Sanskrit can 
conclude for themselves : 

1. Asvalayana-grhya-sutra 1.8.9 :— 

srnrfta- 

ff g Kg far cifeffsgqfsrzmi i sit si; srsrt 

HHTqfaftfcT gcgT *TO33TfjJ 

nrtpi gTS^K ll 
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2. Sankhayana-grhya-sangraha :— 

q^qni: i ^rc<JTT?iT^rrTT^5TriTT: tnfwK I 
qq&qq^qqiOT^Ti'qflFr f^T qi^tqqqnfiir 

i HrT> f^teqrora qfq^tfq i 

3. Kdthaka (Laug&ksi) grhya-sutra 3.4.4 (28.4) :— 

rtf^rr qT qg[T 2 oq>TR«q^'BiTf?unq|t 

q ff o g q fqq qrfq qT ^*r^%q STqaijfqfns*eqrfsitg q*ro ?fq q i 

4. Varaha-grhya-sutra : (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series No. XVIII, 
Edited by R. Sama Sastry B.A., 1921 edition qfaqgtHU SRquj, 
page 18) : 

q^qf^ qqwqTq^t 55W> 5 3fo r re ft q ^3 

qt^gqi&Tqfq I 

5. Baudhayana-grhya-sutra 1.5.8 :— 

qqqmTqfl q*nrcjq%Siqfa—mq: inrrq vqfa^ qT f^r 
I^t; i ?5> rrq*<rWt sfa I 

6. Paraskara-grhya-sutra 1.8.10 :— 

at qwq srnq>^qrsggH armi^ arrsi^t 

qqn^qtjqqfq ^ mq> fqq)^l^r4IT^qT 55 <jwr: | ^ 
m %? <jqr fq^feqfq i 

7. Gobhila-grhya-sutra 2.2.3 :— 

3T<tftJTTSf?WTqp nTnftqg^wftnsrfarojqfq I 

8. Bharadvaja-grhya-sutra 1.18 :— 

3 *ren?qf|iqT ^TT qqqj qq SfmcTT Srqqqf q g rp TR ffr 
qqo^q^^rqq^ qrq> fq^ firq^i ^qt ^ tjqqr. | 



A Review of ‘Beef in Ancient India’ 


216 


9. Khadira-grhya-sutra 1.4.2 :— 

srrnfanrreftsr qT«iciTgq%si^ i 

10. We could not get the original Sanskrit text of the Manavagrhya- 
sutra but only its English translation by M. J. Dresden. Herein 
too the sequence is that the bride is seated after coming to the 
house of her in-laws, and there is no inkling of any slaying here. 
It also enjoins the spreading of ku'sa grass on the hide, and 
alternatively it prescribes that the bride should take a ku'sa seat. 
Below we quote the English translation : 


“To the west of the fire, he causes the bride to sit down upon 
a red bull-skin, of which the neck is turned eastward, on the 
hairy side, after having bestrewn it (i.e. the skin) with Darbha- 
Tass, or (he causes her to) sit down on Darbha-grass (only).” 


Even a person ' ^ Max Mu ^ er ’ whose intention was to eliminate 

the feeling of reverence for ^ C0W fr ° m the minds _ of the Hindus ’ has 
not been able to twist the meaning ° an ^ Srhya-sutra in .his English 
translation, to signify that at the occasion 5 marriage, a seat of raw 
hide was provided for the bride and groom by kiliu?^ a red bullock at 
the spur of the moment and that its flesh was served to u. e S room s 
party (see ‘Sacred Books of the East’, edited by F. Max Muller, 
XXIX & XXX Grhya-Sutras Parts I & II). Besides the grhya-sutras, 
rites of the marriage ceremony are not detailed anywhere. We are 
at a loss to know whence Mukandi Lai has found out that in ancient 
India cow-slaughter was considered auspicious at a marriage ceremony 
and the bride and groom had to sit on a raw skin of a red bull before 
the altar, and that the skin had to be of a red bull which had been 
sacrificed on the occasion of the marriage ceremony to feed to the 
guests. 


From the foregoing discussion it is clear that there was no 
on-the-spot slaughter even if the bride had to sit on a bullock-hide 
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to consummate certain rites after reaching the house of her in-laws 
after the marriage ceremonies. 

The meanings of the word rohita in Monier-Williams’ 

Sanskrit-English Dictionary are as follows : 

(i) a red deer ; 

(ii) a red mare ; 

(iii) a red or chestnut horse. 

So the meaning of flfgfl x|4fal can also mean the hide of a red., deer, 
red mare or a red horse. 

The Meaning of Anaduh and Gocarma 

According to the texts of Baudhayana, Paraskara and Bharadvaja 
grhya-sutras given above, where occurs, 

it is followed by 55 31551:, fg which means 

‘may the cows (oxen) sit here, here the horses, here men’. In Sanskrit 
the word gau also connotes a bullock. It can mean that on the 
return of the marriage party the bullocks yoked to the chariots may 
also sit, i.e. remain there, there also the horses, there the people, i.e. 
the groom’s party. How can the sitting area of the hide of a bullock 
or deer accommodate so many bullocks, horses and men ? To make 
the sentence 55 rrrat 31551:, significant, what can 

be the intent of the Paraskara-grhya-sutra atgiJH 3TPTlt 31H^ 
xPlfoi vjqtSRlfa ? This ought to be well-considered. Its correct 
interpretation has been given by Pt. Dinanath Sastri Sarasvat in his 
Sanatan-Dharmalok, Vol. 6, pages 436-440 whose resume is given 
below i— 

1. According to the Ranti-kosa, the word anaduh (3FTf^ v ) signifies 
the main residence or the gaiety room in the marriage 
pavilion. The etymology of the word anaduh ( is 3Ht 

zjjflT—3H'35^. So the meaning of anaduh (3Ffi§lO g' ven 
by the Ranti-kosa is correct as being the main residence 
which bears the chariot in the form of husband and wife. 
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The Vacaspatya lexicon says 3n*Fte5TT^I which means that 

the word anaduh ( 3Ff$$,) is used to connote ‘an adjacent place’ etc. 
This refers to the gaiety room near the marriage pavilion, where it is 
appropriate to seat the bride, or the groom and the bride together. 

2. can also mean ‘red hide’ and also ‘the hide of a 

red deer, or red horse or mare’. A deer-skin seat has been in 
vogue for ceremonial sitting. Thus the meaning of the 
sentence 3 igijcft 3nmt 3fH^$ in Paraskara 

grhya-sutra 1.8.10 according to the two preceding interpreta¬ 
tions will be : ( ) he seats (her) ( ) on deer-hide 

( ) in a covered ( STTJTlt) building () in the gaiety 

room near the marriage pavilion. 

3. The hide of a bullock is also termed go-carma (ijfarf ‘bovine 

hide’). Let us now consider the various meanings of go-carma 
( ). The technical senses of go-carma are as follows : 

(a) In the Mitaksara commentary of the Yajnavalkya-smrti :— 

i.e. ‘ten hands make a rod (), 30 rods a nivartana 
(ftqrfa). A land area of ten such nivartanas is termed a 
gocarma ( TffajT ). 

The meaning of nivartana in Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English 
Dictionary, page 560, column 1 is as follows : 

“a measure of land 20 rods or 200 cubits or 40,000 square 
hastas”. 

The counterpart of the English word ‘rod’ in Sanskrit is danda 
( 5^5 ). The English word ‘cubit’ is defined in an English dictionary 
as the measure from the elbow to the end of the middle finger which 
is 18 to 22 inches. An English dictionary defines the length of ‘rod’ 
as 5.1/2 yards or 16.1/2 feet, which is approximately ten hands. In 
the Yajnavalkya-smrti too a ‘rod’ (danda) has been reckoned as ‘ten 
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hands’ which tallies with the English dictionary. According to the 
Yajfiavalkya-smrti a nivartana is 30 rods long X 30 rods wide area of 
land, i.e. 300 hands x 300 hands = 90,000 sq. hands. But, according 
to the Sanskrit English Dictionary of Monier-Williams, a nivartana is 
20 rods or 200 hands, i.e. 200 hands long x 200 hands wide = 40,000 
square hands. 

(b) Grhya-samgraha 1.39 : 

sirw>ST<r q* 1 

that is, an area in which 100 bulls and cows can sit with their 
calves, that is termed gocarma ( iffqq ). 

The Candra-kanta-bhasya comments on the above :— 

^ *rNJTtrrq g snpfcfirf srt: ii 

that is, where a 100 cows and bullocks can sit without 
restrictive restrains, that land-area is termed gocarma ( ) 

by those conversant with the Vedas. 

(c) The lexicon Padmacandra-kosa defines it on page 136 as a 
measurement of land 100 yards long and about 3 yards wide. 

(d) It is stated in the 9th stanza of the Brhaspati-smrti : 

g qw fg reeq afg g a n i 
*T3R?HSRsgT!rr af n 

i.e. where a 1000 cows and bulls can sit comfortably with their 
calves, that measure of land is termed a gocarma (iffaq ). 

The measurements of gocarma given in the Sanskrit English 
Dictionary of Monier-Williams on page 364, column 2 are as 
follows :— 
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(i) A particular measure of (Surface It tallies with the definition 
—a place large enough for the given above in (b) 
range of 100 cows, one bull and 
their calves ; Grhya-sutras ; 


(ii) or a place 10 times as large ; 
Parasara-smrti ; 


it agrees with the 
definition in (d). 


(iii) a place 300 feet long by 10 feet 
broad ; Wilson ; 


it corresponds to the 
definition in (c). 


(iv) or a place 30 Dandas long by 1 
Danda and 7 Hastas broad. 
Brhasp. (Mahabharata xiii, 3121 
Sch.). 


its style partly tallies with 
the definition given above 
in (a), but its area measure¬ 
ments are different. 


Thus, gocarma () means a land area where, according to the 
Grhya-samgraha, a 100 cows and bulls can sit along with their calves, 
or according to the Brhaspati-smrti where a 1000 cows and bulls can 
be accommodated along with their calves. These meanings are 
appropriate to the context, because where ^qfcRlfcT is prescribed, 
there it is also enjoined that Trreft fading, 3R3T:. ?§ i.e. 

‘may the cows sit here, here the horses and here men’. If we take the 
connotation of an animal-hide, then how can a hide accommodate 
all the numerous chariot-bullocks, horses and men assembled for 
the marriage ceremony ? The aforesaid technical meaning alone is 
appropriate to the context as it refers to a measure of land which can 
be occupied by cows and others. So sometimes a meaning based on 
the etymology alone becomes irrelevant and absurd ; only a signification 
arrived at after due consideration of the context can be faultless. 
Thus, it will mean :—at the groom’s house, near the marriage pavilion, 
there should be an area of land which is sufficient to accommodate 
all the bullocks yoked to chariots, riding horses, and all the people 
who have arrived for the grand occasion, and where there is a seat of 
red deer-hide for the bride in the illuminated gaiety room. 

In his article, Mukandi Lai opines that at a royal consecration the 
king had to sit on a fresh and raw skin of a 1 red bull. Just as the 
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technical meaning of gocarma (iffaw ) alone is relevant in a marriage 
ceremony, likewise the same meaning is appropriate to the ceremony 
of a royal consecration, because during a coronation too, there is a 
multitudinous crowd as at a marriage. 

Hide Seat in a Royal Consecration 

It has not been possible to trace a text which details the rites that 
are performed when a king ascends the throne. In the consecration, 
during a rajasiiya yajfia, a seat of bullock-hide is referred to here and 
there, but there is no reference that a fresh and raw hide should be 
obtained by slaying the animal then and there. Now we will consider 
all the descriptions that we have found. 

Johannes Cornelis Heesterman has written a book ‘The Ancient 
Indian Royal Consecration’, wherein it is said on page 106, chapter 13, 
paragraph 1 : 

“The unction will be administered to the King while standing up 
a tiger skin.” 

(At Mahabhiseka, described by Kausika Sutra, likewise a tiger 
skin is used (17, 13). At the Laghvabhiseka, however, a bull’s 
hide is used (17,3).) 

Besides the tiger skin, Apastamba-srautasutra and Varaha- 
srautasutra prescribe also a throne of Khadira or Udumbara on 
which the tiger skin is to be fastened. The other authorities do 
not use a throne at the unction. The actual enthronement takes 
place later, after the chariot drive.” 

According to Monier-Williams’ Sanskrit-English Dictionary, 
Khadira ( ) means : 

Acacia Catechu (having very hard wood, the resin of which is 
used in medicine called Catechu, Khayar, Terra japonica), page 
336, column 3. 
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and Udumbara ( ) means : 

The tree Ficus Glomerata. page 196, column 3 : 

In the above cited texts, there is not even a hint that tiger-skin 
or bullock-hide was obtained by slaying them then and there, and 
that it was a raw hide. It may be possible that a new (unused) skin-seat 
was necessary for the royal coronation. Consecrations are not of 
daily occurence ; they take place once in an age, for which a new skin 
which has never been used for any purpose can be preserved, and such 
an un-used new skin can be used for the coronation ceremony. A 
new skin does not mean a raw skin obtained by slaying the animal 
then and there. A skin which has never been used for any purpose 
and which has been kept in a store-house, is a new skin. Whichever 
srauta-sutra could be found and wherever a hide-seat is referred to, 
all such passages are cited below in original for Sanskrit-knowing 
readers, so that it may become clear that a new hide-seat does not 
mean a raw skin which has been obtained by slaying the animal at 
that very moment :— 

1. Apastamba-srauta 18.15.5. :— 

3T3TJT STCTT^ferfatJW qTST^f Slf|l0T<ai 

qr q3TOTfRq sfafafa | 

This description agrees with that given in J. C. Heesterman’s 
‘The Ancient Indian Royal Consecration’ as to the type of wood 
used for the throne. 

2. Katyayana-sutra 15.5.1 :— 

qTqrftJI 'jqW ^qra^qf^UTTfa fwfqftfa 

3. Baudhayana-srauta-sutra 12.10 

9131 q3PTT*TTq^% I fei I 
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4. Varaha-srauta-sutra 3.2.43 :— 

The throne used by Kings is called a simhasana ( siihha ffl %+asana 
giTF 1 !) which means ‘lions seat’, or ‘a seat made of a lion skin’. In 
the srauta-sutras, the seat of tiger-skin is referred to frequently. In 
his book ‘The Ancient Indian Royal Consecration’, J. C. Heesterman 
says that according to the Kausika-sutra a bull’s hide was used at the 
minor consecration (laghu abhifeka ) of a king, which can be correct. 
We could not have access to the original text of the Kausika-sutra. 
Yet, this much is clear that there is no context which proves that 
bull-hide was raw and it was obtained from a bull slain instantaneously. 




WAS YAJNAVALKYA USED TO ‘AMSALA’ BEEF? 

Macdonell and Keith have written as follows in the Vedic Index, 
Part 2, page 145, under the entry ‘Mamsa’ : 

“The great sage Yajnavalkya was wont to eat the meat of milch 

cows and bullocks ( dhenvanaduha ) if only it was amsala (‘firm’ or 

‘tender’) (Satapatha Brahmana 3.1.2.21)” 

Following them blindly, and without going into the crux of the 
situation, a number of Indians have started humming their tune. 

This has been discussed at length by Pandit Dinanath Sastri 
Sarasvat in his Sanatana-Dharmaloka, Part 6, pages 375-380. Here 
below follows a gist of his arguments for the benefit of our readers. 
The original text of Satapatha-Brahmana 3.1.2.21 is : 

3TO c*fi (?I3imrf) SIT55T I FI ^ 

i fist 1 FT i^TT aipR—| 

Fiq fspjri: I q^5%rr FTOFlt FTf 

?fll I qtTmFTt^; 3? 1 FTFHT? 

I ct? ^ SFT^ FTqfaqfaq, 

3T?cHTf?lRq FT 5 3TfvT^?mfiT3r^TcI>3IT?n^ »W 
tnqJI^?—ffq TPTT qftfq: 1 FTFITT? 37F^ I Fig 5 

3qT3 STT^TF^q 3TgJ^ 3TFT55 ^§«q?ltf?r (VtW) 

In the Vedas the cow and bull are inviolable. So the question of 
of eating any type of flesh of a cow or bull does not arise. By the 
principle of the elided taddhita ( FlfSFT srfa>?JT) the word dhenu (j}g ) 
‘cow’ means products from the cow, i.e. milk and products from milk, 
and anaduh (3R^g) ‘bullock’ means the produce from farming done 
with a bullock. 
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The context of the Satapatha is quite different. Sayana Acarya 
has made it clear beyond doubt. After the householder has shaved, 
bathed and dressed, the adhvaryu should lead him to the pavilion. 
Then the householder should undertake a fast to fulfil his initiation 
into the yajna, and he should not eat even cream and its sweets prepared 
from cow’s milk and food obtained from farming with a bullock. 
Here the words of Sayana are : 

si^qTfq (snraTgtsi-^:) are 

1.rT? *iqf?T, FT^q 

3n?rrtiT *T¥T-ewrt *rf?r ft qRx7i?f »w 

fl^aTr^ rT^ qTqqftfq: I S«q>: 

(qm^H.) stkt (g) i qq qTtrq«qqq^iiTf=^: 

qsm? SHOT- ([sRq?] 

qq'k'sw^tqT^q i 

Sayana Acarya has very clearly translated the two words as ‘cows’ 
milk’ and ‘food procured from farming with a bullock’. There is 
no mention of any kind of flesh. 

Yajnavalkya is not a householder for whom fasting would have 
been obligatory. He is a chaplain. Fasting in a yajna has been 
prescribed for a householder. So Yajnavalkya in his capacity of a 
chaplain says : 

“I can eat what is amsala ().” Alternatively it can also be 
understood as f ollows : In the opinion of Yaj navalkya if the perf ormer 
of a yajna totally abstains from eating and as the yajna lasts for a long 
period, he will become emaciated and then he will not be able to 
perform the yajna. To keep up his bodily needs, he will have to eat 
15 
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something. So Yajnavalkya opines that even as a performer of the 
yajna I can eat what is amsala (3RTvi). And those householders who 
follow him can also partake of such victuals. 

The antagonists have translated amsala ( 3TO51) of the cow and 
bullock as ‘tender flesh’, which is not relevant in any manner. The 
flesh of young cows and bullocks is not tender ; only the flesh of a 
calf is tender. In this context the calf is neither mentioned in the 
original passage nor in the statements of the antagonist. 

The word amsala ( 31Hcl) does not mean ‘the flesh of an animal’. 
According to sutra 5.2.98 of Panini it means 

‘nourishing, strength-bestowing’. In Amarakosa 2.6.44 also it has 
been translated as which means ‘ amsala is Mamsala’. 

Mamsala ( HitW ) does not apply to flesh ( mamsa ). Mamsala is 
used for cream and sweets therefrom, fresh and dry fruits and such 
other nourishing eatables. It is clear that the word amsala ( ) 

does not refer to ‘animal flesh’. There is no basis or authority for 
translating amsala ( 3 iflc 5 ) as ‘tender flesh’. The correct and genuine 
meaning of amsala is ‘nourishing’ or ‘strength-giving’. 

So in his capacity as a chaplain or as performer of a yajna, 
Yajnavalkya can partake of milk or milk-prcducts like butter, 
cream, cream-sweets, or milk-rice pudding ( khir ), and his followers 
can also do likewise. And if these be forbidden, they can take 
strength-giving fruits, both fresh and dry, which are not produced 
from a cow ( dhenu ) or from cultivation with a bullock {anaduh 
) ; and this will sustain the prohibitive injunction of the 
Satapatha-Brahmana ‘cit +115 *T 



DID AGASTYA SLAY A HUNDRED BULLS ? 


Macdonell and Keith have written as follows in the Vedic Index, 
Part 2, page 145 under the entry ‘Mama'. 

“The slaughter of a hundred bulls ( uksan ) was credited to one 
sacrificer, Agastya. (Taittiriya Brahmana 2. 7. 11.1 ; Pancavimsa 
Brahmana 21. 14.5).” 

The English translation of Taittiriya Brahmana 2.7.11.1 is given 
below with all the original Sanskrit words in parentheses : 

“(3PR?qt) Agastya ('JtgTT.) performed the proksana ( \3CT:) of 
the bulls for the Maruts, ( ) Indra (3nW 

carried them away. (f)) They the Maruts () 
came upon him ( qs^) with their vajras () uplifted. 
( 3PTC3J =qq ) Agastya ( FS: ^ ) and Indra ( ) pacified 

( 5TR) them ( ^q[3j4ttR) with the Rgvedic hymn beginning) 
kayasubha. ( SRrTR) When they were calmed down (\3qii§q?T) 
he called (cTTR) them ( q^). The (<f>q|^Btqn ) kayasubhiya hymn 
( rjqflT) is ( 5TEvq ) for pacifying.” 

Pancavimsa Brahmana, also known as Tandya Brahmana, 21.14.5 
is cited below in its English translation with the original Sanskrit 
words in parentheses : 

“( 3PR?qt q ) Agastya verily (SIlSR) consecrated by sprinkling 
() the bulls (fRjjvq: ) for the Maruts. (aiqeqj^). He 
bound ( 5TR) them ( P5iq ) for Indra. (H). They ( avqqg^) 
fell upon ( 3JI5iq ) him taking up ( q^) the vajra, (*?) He, 
Agastya ( 3M$q<d) saw ( ) this ( ) kayasubhiya 

hymn. ( cR) By it (3RWq^ ) he pacified (the anger of the 
Maruts).” 
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In the Sanskrit-English Dictionary of Monier-Williams proksana 
has been translated as ‘consecration by sprinkling’. The context 
clearly indicates that consecration cannot be for violence. In the 
Vedas, the bovine family has been declared inviolable in every way. 
Yet beef-gluttons see cow-slaughter everywhere as a lascivious person 
sees only a woman whether awake or asleep. When the cow-family 
is unkillable under all circumstances, then there is no hinderance in 
accepting consecration by sprinkling for gifting. 


CHRISTIANITY ON NON-VIOLENCE 


■ * 

1. For ‘meat’ destroy not the work of God. 

(Romans 1423) 

ft- 

2. It is good neither to eat flesh, nor to drink wine, nor 

anything whereby thy brother stumbleth, or is offended, or is 
made weak. (Romans 14.21) 

3. He that kifleth an ox* is as if he slew a man, he 
that sacrificCth a lamb, as if he cuts off a dog’s neck. 

*. j / (Issiah 66/3). 

• •*£- 

•4 *V_ 

* According to dictionary ‘Ox’ represents both male and female 
of Cow progeny. 


PROHIBITION OF BEEF IN ISLAM 

Al-Ghazzali (1058-1111 A.D.) was one of the most 

brilliant philosophers of Islam. At the age of 28, he 
headed the institute'of Islam at Baghdad. His chief book, 
'Iliya Uluin ul-Din ’ — ‘The Revival of Religious Sciences’ is 
respected as highly as the Quran. Its Urdu Translation has been 
published by the Navalkishore Press, Lucknow under the title 
Mazakal Ardfin. In its 1955 edition, Part 2, page 23, lines 17-19 
the detrimental effects of beef, and the virtues of the ghee and 
milk of a cow are statdd as follows :— 

‘the meat of a cow is disease ( inarz ), its milk is 
health ( safa ) and its ghee is medicine (Java).” 


